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LONDON, MAY 13, 1876. 


CURRENT TOPICS. 


WE SHOULD HAVE BEEN a great deal better satisfied 
with the debate on Mr. Norwood’s Bill if there had 
been more frankness shown on both sides. We regret to 
observe that some members of the bar who took part in 
the discussion attempted to palliate, or even deny the 
existence of, the evils which have led to the introduction 
of the Bill. One member declared that in a thirty years’ 
circuit experience he had never known an important 
duty undertaken by counsel which had been neglected. 
All that can be said of this is that either the experience 
of the learned speaker has been happier than that of the 
majority of the members of the legal profession, or his 
definition of negligence is different from that commonly 
held. Other speakers disclaimed the idea that any member 
of the bar, or, at all events, that any considerable number 
of members of the bar, will knowingly take work which 
cannot be performed. The answer to this is obvious. 
Asregards the morality of the advocate, the question 
whether he takes work knowing thai he cannot perform 
it is, no doubt, important. But, as regards the suitor, 
the effect is exactly the same whether Mr. A. B., Q.C., fails 
to appear on a brief which he took knowing that he could 
not appear, or fails to appear on a brief which he took 
imagining that possibly he could appear. In each case 
alike the client loses the services he has paid heavily to 
obtain. Again, Mr. Herschell’s argument that the con- 
tract between the client and the barrister is not that he 
shall, under all or any circumstances, be present at the 
hearing of, and conduct a case, is equally wide of the 
mark. No one, we believe, contends that a barrister 
should, under all or any circumstances, appear on every 
brief, any more than that a physician who has a pressing 
case on hand should desert it to go to another patient, 
No one complains although, in the Chancery Division, 
it happens, now and again, that, owing to the absence of 
counsel in the Court of Appeal, a brief has to be handed 
over. The complaint is that some counsel in the common 
law divisions take too many briefs, hand them over 
and keep the fees. On the other hand, it is useless to 
deny that the tendency of solicitors to run after a few 
favourite counsel has greatly aggravated the evil. It 
is, no doubt, true, as Mr. Gregory pointed out, that, in 
some cases, the client is to blame for this; but it is 
equally true that the tendency is by no means confined 
to the young and struggling solicitor who must do the 
bidding of his client. 

The fact is that no party is quite free from blame for 
& result which we do not hesitate to say is injurious to 


every one concerned; why, then, it should be necessary, 


to import into the discussion any bitterness or heat, or 
to find much difficulty in arriving at a settlement of the 
matter, we are unable to understand. The head of the 
bar admits that the proper course for members of the 
accepted briefs which they find themselves 
unable to attend to is to return the briefs and fees, and 


Mr, Gregory invites some proposal from the bar for the 





remedy of the practice of barristers taking more cases 
than they can attend to; can there, then, be much diffi- 
culty in reaching a remedy for the evils complained of ? 
It is well to speak plainly on this matter, and we there- 
fore say that we no more see why, on the one hand, for 
the sake of (say) three dozen leaders, the whole bar 
should be content to rest under the odium resulting 
from the practices complained of, than we do why sup- 
port should be asked for a Bill which would be utterly 
unavailing to puta stop to those practices. We earn- 
estly hope that the discussion will awaken the bar to the 
necessity for immediate steps to remedy the existing 
evils. If, unhappily, it does not, united action should 
be taken on the part of solicitors, aimed, not at the whole 
bar, but at the real wrongdoers. We venture to say that 
a resolution of a meeting at the Law Institution would 
do more to abate the evils complained of than halfa 
dozen Acts of Parliament. 





WE po nor KNow that we can give a better idea of 
the course of business at the common law Judges’ 
Chambers than by printing the following account, by a 
trustworthy correspondent, of the ordinary scenes in 
that abode of bliss :—‘‘ The judge is supposed to 
arrive at eleven o'clock, but I rarely knew the 
hearing of summonses to commence before 11.20. 
Usually no one knows which judge is coming. The 
result is that from 11 to 11.15 there is a crowd of 
solicitors or solicitors’ clerks, and one or more ladies 
waiting to be acknowledged, outside each of the 
divisions of the chambers. As soon as the judge makes 
his appearance and is identified, a fearful scramble ensues 
to the door of the division to which he belongs. The 
waiting-room becomes thronged with a crowd of standing 
and shouting applicants. Presently the judge’s clerk, 
peering cautiously through the door of the judges’ 
room, admits the ladies to be acknowledged. This 
having been done, he is at once assailed by a shower 
of summonses. The youngest and, most vigorous 
solicitor gets the first chance of handing in his 
summons, but by no means necessarily the first 
hearing. Then commences the process of hearing. 
As the judge’s clerk admits the solicitors into the 
sanctuary by three or four, or more, at a time, he hands 
them back their summonses. Again a scuffle ensues to 
get first before the judge. The learned diguitaries of 
the law have summonses thrust into their whiskers and 
flourished about in front of their noses, and are assailed 
with shouts of ‘I’m next!’ ‘Mine won't take a 
minute!’ &c.,&c. Suppose everything is ready, the 
summons is now heard in the presence of a critical 
audience kept waiting in the background for their 
turns. Remarks upon the law laid down or the discre- 
tion exercised by the learned judge are freely made, and 
pantomime expressive of approval or otherwise of the 
statements and conduct of the solicitors before the judge 
is by no means infrequent. At 12.30 counsel 
arrive, and as the judge does not commence with the 
solicitors’ summonses until about 11.20 and probably 
from twelve to twenty summonses are usually disposed 
of in seventy minutes, the attention devoted to each is 
necessarily very limited; and nothing amuses me more 
than to observe the gravity with which learned judges 
(especially the chiefs, who rarely attend chambers) in court, 
on an appeal from chambers, will decline to interfere on 
the ground that ‘the matter has been considered in 
chambers.’ The length of time during which the judge 
will be occupied with summonses on which counsel are 
engaged is quite uncertain; so the solicitors who have 
not succeeded in obtaining a hearing before 12.30, 
have to hang about on the chance of a hearing or to run 
the risk of losing a hearing by going to theiroffices, As 
to the remedy for this state of things, I think there 
should always be two judges at chambers ; that ju t 
summonses should only be heard on certain days; and T 
would suggest that jurisdiction should be — the 
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masters on questions of discovery. It is these questions 
which give rise to by far the greatest delay at 
chambers.” 





Ir appears that the United States Government have 
resolved, because our own Government decline to con- 
‘travene the provisions of our municipal law, to abrogate 
the clause relating to extradition in the Ashburton 
‘Treaty. This hasty and unwise resolution can only have 
proceeded upon a misapprehension of our position with 
reference to the matter; and an article in a weekly con- 
temporary shows that this misapprehension is not confined 
to the other side of the Atlantic. The ground taken by 
the American authorities is that no municipal Act can 
“ override the provisions of a treaty already in force.”’. The 
treaty does not require that provision shall be made by 
the law of the United States, or by arrangement, that 
the fugitive criminal shall not, until he has been restored 
or has had an opportunity of returning, be detained or 
tried for any offence committed prior to his sur- 
render other than the extradition crime, and it is urged 
that a mere Act passed by the Legislature of one of 
the nations cannot, without the consent of the other, add 
this fresh stipulation to the treaty. The writer referred 
to goes farther, and attempts to show that the Extradi- 
tion Act of 1870 expressly recognizes and excepts from 
its operation the Ashburton Treaty. Section 27 repeals 
certain Acts, and provides that “this Act (with the ex- 
ception of anything contained in it which is inconsistent 
with the treaties referred to in the Acts so repealed) 
shall apply ... in the case of foreign States with 
which these treaties are made,” &c. Among the Acts 
in the schedule is the 6 & 7 Vict. c. 176, for 
giving effect to the treaty with the United States. 
The clause (10) of the Ashburton Treaty relating to 
extradition contains, says the writer, no reser- 
vation of any right to require that the extradited 
person shall not be tried for any crime other than the 
extradition crime; hence the treaty is inconsistent with 
the Act, and is excepted from its operation. 

A little consideration will show that this view 
proceeds on a misapprehension of the effect of 
the treaty. What does it provide’ That the 
contracting nations shall, upon mutual _ requisi- 
tions, “deliver up to justice all persons who, being 
charged with” certain specified crimes “committed 
within the jurisdiction of either, shall . . . be 
found within the territories of the other; provided this 
shall on/y be done upon such evidence of criminality as, 
according to the laws of the place where the 
fugitive or person so charged shall be found, 
would justify his apprehension and commitment 
for trial if the crime or offence had been there com- 
mitted.” The meaning of “deliver up to justice” is 
é¢hown in the United States statute (12th of August, 
1848) which has regulated extradition proceedings in 
that country. Section 2 renders it “lawful for 
the Secretary of State, under his hand and seal of office, 
to order the person so committed to be delivered to sucli 
person or persons as shall be authorized, in the name 
and on behalf of such foreign Government, to be tried for 
the crime of which such person shall be soaccused.” The 
provision of the treaty, according to the interpretation 
of the United States Legislature, is, therefore, that the 
criminal shall only be surrendered upon a requisition 
charging with a particular crime and supported by 
evidence, and he is to be surrendered to be tried for 
that crime. Where is the inconsistency with this of the 
section in the Extradition Act, 1870, which secures 
that the criminal shall not be surrendered to be tried for 
a crime with which he is not charged in the requisi- 
tion, and with reference to which no evidence has been 

en? 
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general provisions of treaty cannot 
explained by municipal law, seems wholly untenable. 





Can it be maintained, for instance, that the enforcement 
of the provision of section 12 of the Extradition Act, 
1870, that the person apprehended shall be disc 

if not conveyed out of the United Kingdom within two 
months, or of the provision of the same Act, that the 
requisition must be made by a diplomatic representative, 
would furnish a ground for abrogating the extradition 
clause in the treaty? Yet the treaty contains no such 
restrictions. If we give up section 3, sub-section 2 of the 
Extradition Act we must also give up the previous sub. 
section, which prohibits extradition for a political offence ; 
for the Ashburton treaty does not contain this provision, 





We pvsiisH elsewhere some observations by the 
learned judge of the Bradford County Court upona 
recent reference, by an order of the Chancery Division, 
of a case to be tried by him in his capacity of “‘ judge 
of the Skipton County Court,” as a special refereo 
under the Judicature Act, 1873. Mr. Daniel says that 
the order was not such an order of reference as was con- 
templated by the Act, inasmuch as the case was not 
within the jurisdiction of the county court, and by 
section 89 the exercise of the jurisdiction of inferior 
courts is confined within the former limits. This new 
mode of enlarging the jurisdiction of the county court 
judges by creating them official referees is one of the 
oddest ideas which the new system has yet produced, 
and the peculiar way in which the order was framed left 
Mr. Daniel no other course than to decline to act under it; 
but he seems to have suggested to the parties a way in 
which the dispute might be settled. Mr. Daniel’s obser. 
vations with reference to the incompatibility with his 
judicial duties of the requirement of ord. 36, r. 30 that, 
unless otherwise directed, the special referee shall sit 
de die in diem, leads to the conclusion that, even if in 
his individual capacity he had been constituted special ref. 
eree, he would equally have felt bound to decline to act. 
After Lord Cairns’ circular, reminding the county court 
judges that to act as private arbitrators was an infringe. 
ment of the spirit of the provision that they should not 
practise, we should suppose that none of these learned 
persons will feel at liberty to undertake the functions 
of special referees. We doubt, however, whether Mr, 
Daniel is right in construing the recent reference to him 
as indicating a desire on the part of the public to obtain 
a more extensive local administration of justice. The 
only inference he is entitled to draw from it is, that if 
there were more county court judges of his type sucha 
desire might possibly arise, 





ATTENTION HAS BEEN RECENTLY DRAWN in our columns 
to the practice of placing wine on the table at country 
auctions; and a correspondent last week sent us the 
landlord's bill at a sale in which his firm had been con- 
cerned, showing a consumption of thirty-four bottles 
of wine. From our own knowledge and the in- 
formation we have obtained, we can fully con- 
firm the statement as to the prevalence of this mis- 
chievous custom, which in some parts of the country 
converts the parlour of the country inn where the sale is 
held into a rendezvous for the tag-rag aud bobtail of the 
neighbourhood. The particular form of the stimulant 
supplied varies ; in many places spirits take the place of 
wine, but in all cases the vendor has to pay for a large 
consumption by people who have not the remotest ides 
of bidding. The notion that a bond fide bidder for landed 
property will allow himself to be drawn into bidding 
beyond his estimate of the value of the property by 
exciting himself with stimulants is, in the vast majority 
of cases, a delusion ; but it is one very commonly enter- 
tained by vendors, and solicitors may do their clients 
good service by pointing out the uselessness of the prac- 
tice and, like our correspondent of this week, resolutely 
setting their faces against an absurd and wasteful 
custom, 
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Ir 1s A STRIKING PROOF of the ingenuity and intelli- 
-gence which characterize the Japanese that they have 
-discovered a method of improving, in the interest 
.of the bankrupt, our present system of meetings in 
bankruptcy presided over by the registrar. We 
should have supposed that nothing could be imagined 
better fitted to enable the bankrupt to avoid any un- 
leasant exposure of his private affairs than our plan of 
-a meeting held in a place most inconveniently arranged 
for the purpose and under the presidency of an 
official often at the same time occupied with other 
matters. But, according to the Japan Mail, the courts 
.at Yeddo have devised a plan whereby the disagreeable 
nature of the process undergone by the bankrupt is still 
‘more completely removed. Cases of bankruptcy are con- 
sidered in batches of twenty or thirty at a time. We 
sare not informed how the statements of affairs are heard 
and considered, but we know from pauper funerals that 
one ceremonial may serve for a good many different cases, 
and we do not know that this wholesale mode of dealing 
‘with the affairs of bankrupts is likely to prove very much 
more injurious to the interests of creditors than that 
‘which prevails with us. 





In a case or In re Harper (23 W. R. 371, L. R. 20 Eq. 
39) the Master of the Rolls, reluctantly following two 
decisions in which the Court of Common Pleas had heid 
that a reference under section 25 of the Lands Clauses 
Act was not a submission to arbitration by consent 


1854, reversed a previous decision of his own in which 
his attention had not been called to those cases. In 
commenting on Jn re Harper, we pointed out (19 Sortct- 
tors’ JourNAL, 748) that in the case of In re Dare 
Valley Railway Company (17 W. R. 550, L. R. 4 Ch. 
556n) James, V.C., and afterwards, on appeal, Lords 
Justices Selwyn and Giffard (17 W. R. 717, L. R. 4 Ch. 
554), had decided in favour of the view originally taken 
by the Master of the Rolls, and against the view adopted 
‘by the Common Pleas. We are informed that upon the 
hearing in the Court of Appeal at Westminster of the 
recent case of Airedale Drainage Commissioners v. 
Rhodes, the Master of the Rolls, who presided, did us the 
honour to refer to our remarks, and said that he was 
glad to find from them that his first decision in Jn re 
Harper was correct, and was fully borne out by authority. 





WE NOTE WITH PLEASURE, as a sign of the times, the 
‘appointment of Mr. Raper, an eminent Chichester solici- 
tor, as Lecturer on Ecclesiastical and Parochial Law at 
the Theological College in that city. It may be hoped 


with the law on the part of the clergy will lead to a less 
frequent involuntary and practical experience of its pro- 
visions, 








On Monday, in the House of Commons, in reply to Mr. 
flarrison, Mr. W. H. Smith said that in England the 
sum of £10 was allowed to a sheriff charged with the duty 
of the execution of a convict, and he presumed that charge 
was allowed because if the sheriff could not get any 
Person to carry out the execution he should do so himself. 


On Tuesday last Lord Justice Christian delivered aphilippic 
on the law reports, in the Irish daily newspapers. He suid 
he confessed it had been a mystery to him how the owners 
“of the Dublia newspapers could suppose that they contrib. 
uted to the enjoyment or instruction of the public by the 
information with which they supplied it under the name of 
aw reports, and he was not the only judge who had to 
‘¢omplain of misrepresentation, but he was the only judge 
oh ne openly about it, whilst others did not. The law 

ing in the Dublin newspapers really did very little 


THE NEW PRACTICE. 


PosTPONEMENT OF CASES IN CourT oF APPEAL.— 
Yesterday an application was made to the Court of 
Appeal that one of the cases in the day’s paper might 
be allowed to stand over till another day, on the ground 
that one of the Queen’s Counsel who had been retained 
in it was unexpectedly engaged in another court, where 
he was then actually speaking. The court refused the 
application, saying that they had determined not to 
allow the hearing of cases actually in the paper to be 
postponed. If the parties wished for a postponement 
they must make their application before the case had 
been put into the paper. 





CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Mopz or Triat—OrriciaL RerEREE—DISCRETION oF 
JuDGE—APPEAL—JUDICATURE Act, 1873, s. 57—Orp. 36, 
gr. 2, 3, 5, 30.—On Thursday, May 11, in a case of 
Lascelles v. Butt, an application was made to the Court of 
Appeal (by way of appeal from a decision of Vice-Chan- 
cellor Bacon) that the trial of the cause might be ordered 
to take place before one of the official referees. The suit 
was commenced in the Court of Chancery in May, 1874, 
for the settlement of the boundaries between the lands of 
the plaintiff and the defendant, which boundaries had, as 
the bill alleged, been wilfully and wrongfully confused by 
the defendant. The defendant, by his answer, filed in 
August, 1874, insisted that the plaintiff had not made ont 
any case for the interference of a court of equity. Repli- 
cation was filed in July, 1875. On the 17th of November, 
1875, the plaintiff obtained an order that the evidence io 
be given at the hearing of the cause should be taken vid 
voce. On the 9th of December the plaintiff served on the 
defendant notice of trial before a judge in Middlesex. The 
property to which the suit related was situated in Surrey. 
At this time the official referees had not been appointed 
by the Lord Chancellor; they were not appointed until 
February, 1876. On the 8th of February, immediately 
after notice had been given of their appointment, the 
plaintiff took out a summons calling on the defendant to 
show cause why the case should not be tried by one of the 
official referees, notwithstanding the fact that notice of 
trial had been already given. On the hearing of this 
application by the Vice-Chancellor it was objected, on be- 
half of the defendant, that the plaintiff had come too late, 
he having already, by his notice, elected another mode of 
trial, by which election he was conclusively bound ; and, 
moreover, that there was a preliminary question of 
law to be tried by the court, viz., whether the 
plaintiff was, under the circumstances, entitled to any relief 
whatever in equity. The Vice-Chancellor assented to these 
objections, and refused the application. Upon the appeal 
it was urged on behalf of the plaintiff that the case was one 
which was peculiarly fit to be decided on the spot by a 
referee, who could inspect the property, and thea dispose of 
the whole matter on one hearing. In this way great ex- 
pense would be saved, and, if the provisions of the Judica- 
ture Acts and rules as to official referees were ever to be re- 
sorted to, this was the very case to which they were in- 
tended to apply. Moreover, if the official referees had been 
then appointed, the plaintiff, whea he gave his notice of 
trial, would, under r. 3, have been entitled as of course (sab- 
ject only to the right given to the defendant to have the 
issues of fact tried before a judge and jury) to have the case 
tried and heard before an official referee, and he could not 
be deprived of that right by the accident that, in order to 
avoid the dismissal of his bill, he was compelled to give his 
notice of trial before any official referees had been appointed. 
The delay in their appointment had also prevented the 
plaintiff from applying within the four days from the time 
of the service of the notice of trial mentioned in r, 5 to 
have the mode of trial changed, and this afforded a good 
reason why the court should, as it had power to do, 
extend the time for the application. The Court of Appeal 
(James, L.J., and Baggallay, J.A.) intimated an opinion in 
favour of the objection that the application was made teo 
late, but, without deciding that question, they, without hear- 
ing the respondent, dismissed the appeal on the ground that 
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the mode of trial was a matter eminently for the discretion 
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of the judge, and that the Court of Appeal ought not to in- 
terfere en oa they could see very plainly that he had exer- 
cised his discretion wrongly. He thought that there was 


in this case a point of law which ought to be decided by the 
court first, and there was no reason for thinking that he 
was wrong in that view of the case. 


AppeaAL—SEcurity ror Costs—Orp. 58, rn. 15.—On the 
sameday,inacaseof Jn re The Tees Bottle Company, & motion 
was made that an appellant might be ordered to give 
security for the costs of an appeal. The motion was 
ordered to stand over for the purpose of answering some 
affidavits. But the court said that no expense must be in- 
curred meanwhile with reference to the appeal. Nothing 
further must be done until the motion had been disposed 
of, and the appeal would, of course, not be placed in the 
paper for hearing until that had been done. 


Service oF INTERROGATORIES BY DEFENDANT BEFORE 
DELIVERING STATEMENT OF DeFrence—Orp. 31, RR. 1, 5. 
—In an action of Disney v. Longbourne, at the Rolls, on 
Saturday, May 6, the defendant applied for leave to serve 
interrogatories before the delivery of a statement of defence. 
The action was stated to be against an executor for a breach 
of trust by his testator, and it was alleged that the plaintiff's 
solicitor possessed information material to the defence, 
which was not accessible to the defendant. In support of 
the application Hawley v. Reade (ante, p. 298) was men- 
tioned ; and it was urged that the application was within 
ord. 31, r. 1. The plaintiff's counsel having referred to 
Mercier v. Cotton (ante, p. 441, 24 W. R. 566) as showing 
that even a plaintiff could not serve interrogatories till 
after the defence, the Muster of the Rolls said he 
understood that decision to mean that a plaintiff interro- 

ting before the defence did so at the peril of its appear- 
ing, when the statement of defence came in, that his 
interrogatories were useless ; and, similarly when it was 
clear iu the first instance that such interrogatories were 
improper, they would be struck out; but not that ina 
proper case, for example in the majority of cases brought 
in the Chancery Division, the plaintiff would not be 
allowed to interrogate before the defence. His lordship 
then said that the application was useless. The defendant’s 
answer was clear; if he was ignorant of the matters in 
question he must say so, and then deliver his interroga- 
tories with his statement. If a new ground of defence 
afterwards opened, he could get leave to amend his state- 
ment. He would, therefore, gain no advantage by inter- 
Togating before puttiog in his statement. With refer- 
ence to rule 1, his lordship had no doubt that the pro- 
vision for delivering interrogatories at any time by leave 
was intended to refer to any time after the close of the 
pleadings, although it was, of course, possible that theremight 
be some other exceptional case which the generality of the 
words might be held tocover. His lordship then refused the 
application with costs. 


Securzity vor CosTs—SHAREHOLDER APPEARING TO 
oppose WINDING-UP PeTition—Onxp. 55, Rutes oy Court 
(Feenvary, 1876).—In Re Percy and Kelly Nickel, Cobalt, 
and Chrome Iron Mining Company, at the Rolls, upon a 
winding-up petition which had been part heard, and the 
petitioning creditor in part cross-examined, on Saturday, 
April 29, an application was made on behalf of the peti- 
tioner on Saturday, May 6G, that security for costs should 
be given by shareholders ont of the jarisdiction who ap- 
peared and opposed the petition. 1t wasargued that these 

appeared voluntarily, and were in a similar posi- 
tion to plaintiffs seeking relief from the court; and that 
they might put the petitioner to great delay and expense. 
The Master of the Rolls—after referring to ord. 55 (February, 
1876), which, he observed, made a material alteration in the 
old chancery practice in ove point : that the security might 
be given at such time as the judge shall direct, whereas 
formerly such an application conld not be made 
when the defendant bad taken » step in the suit— 
observed that the ergument addressed to him 
would apply to any named defendant as well as to 
these shareholders appearing on the petition. It was 
well established that the rule which rendered o plaintiff 
in apy suit or proceeding compellable to give security fo 
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costs, did not apply to defendants or respondents ; and the 
reason was that the latter were not persons who instituted 
a suit or proceeding in the court, They were b 
before the court, and the plaintiff who brougbt persong 
out of the jurisdiction before the court must consider- 
beforehand the possibility of a difficulty with respect to 
costs; but having voluntarily assamed the burden of the. 
proceedings, he was not to say that the defendant or re. 
spondent was not at liberty to defend himself. Whether 
the defendant or respondent was actually served or not. 
was immaterial so long as he had a right to appear; and 
the petitioner knew, when he began, that these share. 
holders had a right to appear on his petition. It was not 
suggested that there was any ground upon authority for 
this application ; there was, however, a strong authori 
against it in the case of Cochrane v. Fearon (18 Jur. 568). 
His lordship added that the present application, when the 
cross-examination of the petitioner was actually being pro- 
ceeded with,,.was remarkably inopportune; and he should: 
refuse to create a precedent by granting it. 


ee 


CoNCESsIONS AT THE BaR AFTER JUDGMENT DELIVERED.— 
After the Master of the Rolls had decided in the late case of 
Craven v. Stanley that the plaintiffs had been entitled from. 
a certain date to certain real property in the possession of 
the defendant, the plaintiffs’ counsel only claimed an ac- 
count of the rents fiom a subsequent date. Upon settling 
the form of the decree it was discovered that the plaintift 
and the defendant took a different view of what the plain- 
tiffs had conceded. On the matter being men 
tioned in court the defendant’s counsel was proceeding to 
state the defendant’s view of what had occurred, when, 
the Master of the Rolls ruled that, when the rights 
of parties have been finally determined by the court, the 
consent of either party to any concession was not binding 
upon the party giving it until the order was passed, and 
up to that time any such concession might be withdrawn. 
In the present case counsel might have given up by mis- 
take something to which his clients’ right was ascertained, 
and this concession might be withdrawn at any time before- 
the decree or order was drawn up. Even if there had been 
no mistake there would still be a locus penitentia, as a 
consent decree could not be drawn up without consent 
before the registrar. The Master of the Rolls guarded 
himself against being understood to refer to concessions. 
made in the conduct of a pending litigation, to which very 
different considerations applied. 


Demurrer To Part or A PLeaptne.—On Thursday, May 
11, in the case of Wahlserg v. Young, before the Common 
Pleas Division, the statement of claim alleged that the 
plaintiff had hired the defendant’s tug to tow his vessel 
from Swansea to Cardiff, but the defendant neglected to 
use due and proper care in managing the tug, and so ran 
the vessel ashore, causing considerable damage. One part 
of the statement of defence was that the tug was a British 
ship, and that, therefore, by section 54 of the Merchant 
Shipping Act of 1862, theSowners were not liable for more 
than £8 for each ton of the ship’s gross tonnage. To this 
the plaintiff demurred. Lord Coleridge intimated au 
opinion that such a plea would not have been allowed ia 
former days, as it was pleading to damage ; that therefore, 
it would have beeu struck out on application to chambers, 
and was not a fit subject for demurrer. But Clark- 
son, for the defendant, after referring to sub-sections 
2 and 3 of section 24 of the Judicature Act, 
and ord. 19, r. 4, satisfied the court that the para- 
graph was properly introduced into the statement of 
defence, for it was a ground of equitable defence, and nob 
a mere plea todamage. For formerly it would have been 
ground for an application to a court of equity to restrain the 
plaintiff from recovering any further damages than those to 
which he is limited by this statute; and now, since the 
Judicature Act, such # ground of relief must be set up in the 
statement of cefence, and not made the subject of a new 
application to that or any other division of the High Court. 
Thecourt (Lord Coleridge, 0.J.,and Brett and Archibald, JJ.) 
held that this was the proper, and in fact the only possible, 
way of pleading such « defence ; and, therefore, it — & 
materia = of the defendant's case, and setting up a 
ground of defence, it could be demurred to s: parately under 
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course in demurring to it, and in not apply ing to a judge in 
chambers tostrike it out. Counsel then pr oceeded to argue 
the demurrer ; Milward, Q.C., for the plaintiff, contending 
that the Act had reference only to collisions between vessels 
that were strangers to each other, and not connected as these 
were by a contract of towage ; while Clarkson maintained 
that, so long asthe accident was caused by “ improper navi- 
gation,” it came within the statute, whether there was a 
contract of towage or not. The court decided that the 
statute applied to all cases of “ improper navigation,” even 
though such ‘‘ improper navigation ” was a breach of a con- 
tract of towage. 





PERMISSIVE WASTE. 
II. 


Tue result of the rules on this subject, which we 
stated last week, is that an equitable tenant 
for life, while receiving the whole rents and profits’ 
and managing the estates during a long life—say 
half a century—need not spend one single farthing 
in repairs. The way this extraordinary result comes 
about is this. The equitable tenantfor life is at law 
only tenant at will to the trustees, and tenants at will, 
as we stated last week, are not liable at law for permissive 
waste. In equity no remedy for merely permissive 
waste will be afforded either against a tenant for life or 
lis representatives (Powys v. Blagrave, 2 W. R. 359. 
700; Kay, 495; 4De G. M. & G. 448; Marquis of 
Lansdowne v. Marchi Dowager of Lansdowne, 
1 Jac. & W. 522). As to why this rule should have 
been originally laid down, no hint is afforded in the 
early decisions, and beyond the suggestion that to 
render tenants for life liable for permissive waste would 
unduly harass them, no information on this subject is 
to be gathered from the later cases. As equity permits 
tenants for life to be harassed in respect of commissive 
waste, and as regards equitable waste permits them to 
be harassed when they could not be reached at law, it 
is not very easy to see the reason for the extraordinary 
tenderness shown them with regard to permissive waste. 
An equitable tenant for life who, while enjoying a large re- 
venue from farms, allows houses and out-buildings to de- 
cay, lands to run to waste, and fences to fallinto dis-repair— 
so imposing a heavy burden on the remainderman, which 
by slight and timely repairs might have been obviated— 
is hardly a worthy object for the protecting wing of 
equity. The unfortunate remainderman who, wholly 
unable to interfere, is obliged to stand by and see his bill 
for repairs ever swelling, while his penurious predecessor 
pockets the rents, is surely a more deserving object of 
sympathy. 

The truth seems to be, if we may use so irreverent 
a@ comparison, that the learned judges of the Court 
of Chancery have in this matter acted exactly as a 
flock of mountain sheep act with regard to a fence. 
When a leader is found bold enough to leap any particu- 
lar part of the fence, the rest of the flock follow him at ¢ 
that precise point, and no other. For fifty yards the 
fence may be of nearly the same height, and of no greater 
difficulty ; the coveted pasture may be equally accessible 
from any part of the fence; but not a sheep will volun- 
tarily jump where no sheep has jumped before. So with 
reference to this matter, successive judges of the Court 
of Chancery for the last century and a half have gone on 
justifying their refusal to afford relief against the 
permissive waste of tenants for life by the remark that 
as no precedent existed they would not make one (see 
Wood v. Gaymore, Amb. 394; Marquis of Lansdowne v. 
Marchioness Dowager of Lansdowne, 1 Jac. & W. 522; 
Powys v. Blagrave, 4 De G. M. & G, 448). The decision 
ascribed to Lord Hardwicke, that a tenant for life must 
“keep tenant's houses in repair, unless the charge is 





been thrown on the correctness of the report; and al- 


369). Sir J. Leach laid down as regards equitable waste the 
principle that the devisor reposed “ a trust and confidence 
. « . in the tenant for life, that he would use his legal 
estate only for the purpose of fair enjoyment”; “a trust 
implied in equity from the subsequent limitations and 
from the presumed intention of the testator that he meant 
an equal benefittoall in succession” ; the extension of this 
principle so as to givearemedy for permissive wasteagainst 
tenants for life was refused by Sir L. Shadwell, V.C., in 
Kingham v. Lee (15 Sim. 396, 399). It is well worthy of 
consideration whether the sensible rule ascribed to Lord 
Hardwicke should not be established by the Legislature. 
But this is not the only result of the decisions to 
which we have referred. Not only the tenant for life, 
but the trustees who allow the waste, escape scot-free in 
equity. Where the equitable tenant for life, under the 
provisions of the will or settlement, is entitled to the 
possession of the trust property, the trustees cannot 
interfere with his possession to prevent permissive waste ; 
although they may do so, and ought to do so, to prevent 
commissive waste. This was settled in Powys v. Blagrave, 
where the learned Vice-Chancellor, and afterwards the 
Lord Chancellor, departing for the moment from what 
Vice-Chancellor Bacon has recently happily termed “ the 
implacable jealousy with which the court re; 
trustees,” referred to the difficulty which would be found 
in inducing responsible persons to accept the office of 
trustee if the trustee were to be held liable for the per- 
missive waste of the tenant for life, and refused to hold 
the trustee responsible for the neglect of the tenant for 
life to repair. Whether in cases where the equitable 
tenant for life is, under the provisions of the will or 
settlement, not entitled to the possession of the trust 
property, but is, nevertheless, allowed by the trustees to 
receive the rents and profits and manage the property, 
the trustees would obtain equal immunity in equity, does 
not appear to have been decided; but the unvarying 
dicta of successive judges from the early case of Lord 
Castlemaine v. Lord Craven (22 Ch. Abr. “ Waste,” p. 
523) to the recent case of Powys v. Blagrave, that 
equity “never interferes in cases of permissive waste, 
either to prohibit or give satisfaction,” would seem to 
show that even in this case no remedy would be afforded 
in equity against the trustees. 
Is there any effectual remedy at law? If the estate of 
the trustees lasts only for thelife of the equitable tenantfor 
life and they survive such tenant for life, an action may 
be maintained against them by the remainderman for 
the permissive waste, but if the equitable tenant for life 
was entitled to the possession, it would seem to be an 
equitable defence to this action that the trustees were 
unable to interfere with such possession. If the equit- 
able tenant for life was not entitled to the possession, 
this defence would not be open to the trustees ; but even 
in this case it may happen that by the death of the 
trustees during the lifetime of the equitable tenant for 
life the remedy against them has been lost, and in any 
case the difficulty of inducing a jury to give damages 
against persons in the position of the trustees would 
render the advisers of the remainderman slow to recom- 
mend resort to an action. 
The short result is, if we are right in the view we have 
taken of the state of the law on this subject, that at all 
events in a large class of cases, a grievous wrong may 
be committed for which there is no redress. Instances 
have actually occurred where remaindermen coming into 
possession of their estates have found themselves saddled 
with repairs, costing many thousands of pounds, rendered 
necessary by the neglect of the equitable tenants for 
life. 
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On Tuesday Mr. Justice Grove, in trying a case, said that 
the sum in dispute amounted to about £30, and the 
associate had calculated that the expenses of the day, in 
jurors who had to wait and otherwise, would be about £110, 
Cases were now conducted at such Jength, so many witnesses 
were called and speeches made, that things must come to a 
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Rehtews. 
JUDGMENTS. 


Tue JupGMENTS AND OrpERS OF THE CouRT or APPEAL 
AND Hicu Court oF JUSTICE, CHIEFLY IN REFERENCE TO 
AcTIONS ASSIGNED TO THE CHANCERY Division. By 
Lorrus Lerex Prmperton, Registrar of the High 
Court. Stevens & Haynes. 


This is a work with an unpretending title, which in real- 
ity contains much more than would naturally be inferred 
from its title page. Following the general principle of 
Sir Henry Seton’s well-known book, but with a more 
convenient arrangement, the work before us contains, not 
only a copious and well-selected assortment of prece- 
dents, taken in every instance from orders actually made 
{and with proper references to the reports in all instances 
of reported cases), but also a series of notes, upon the 
plan brought to perfection, if not invented, by Mr. 
Osborne Morgan in his edition of the Chancery Orders, 
in which the result of the leading cases is succinctly 
given in a highly-convenient, though somewhat frag- 
mentary, form; bythe light of which the practitioner will, 
in all ordinary cases, be easily able to adapt the apposite 
precedent to the general circumstances of his own case. 
In all ordinary cases, we say; first, because there must 
always arise from time to time cases to which no prece- 
dent can be applicable, and for which the practitioner— 
-or the registrar—must rely exclusively on his general 
skill and common sense; but also because we perceive 
that Mr. Pemberton has—apparenfly intentionally— 
confined himseif to well-settled and beaten paths, and 
has nade no attempt to forecast or provide for any of 
those questions which from time to time arise to “ vex the 
righteous souls” of the denizens of the registrars’ office. 
This principle seems to us to be, on the whole, a good 
one; a collection of precedents and orders 1s, perhaps, 
hardly the place for discussing abstract or hypothetical 
‘cases, however likely to arise; but we think that this 
may easily be carried too far, and we are not sure that 
Mr. Pemberton has not in some instances been silent when 
we might fairly have expected him to speak. We will 
give one example as sufficient illustration of our mean- 
ing. Under the head of “ Mortgages”’ Mr. Pemberton 
gives (p. 354) the order in Thackeray v. Bell, which 
provided for successive foreclosures in the case where a 
puisne mortgagee filed his bill for foreclosure and redemp- 
tion, and also (p. 356) the order in Bartlet v. Rees fora 
single day to redeem in the case of a bill by a first 
mortgagee, where there were questions of priority affect- 
ing the defendants inter se ; but he does not in any way 
refer to Parker v. Watkins (John. 133), where there was 
# question of an intermediate nature which gave rise to 
considerable difficulty in drawing up the order. In that 
case the equity of redemption was in settlement under 
‘circumstances which gave the mortgagee a larger interest 
against the tenant for life than he had against the 
gveversioners, and the court held that there was to be 
but one day to redeem. In drawing up the decree it 
was found exceedingly difficult to carry out this 
‘direction consistently with the rest of the decree (as the 
accounts had to be taken differently), and the order 
‘was ultimately settled by a sort of irregular consulta- 
tion between the registrar and the junior counsel for 
the different parties, after a reference back to the court. 
None of these subsequent proceedings appear, or could 
appear, upon the report, inasmuch as they did not take 
place till after the judgment was pronounced, but the 
order itself presents features of sufficient peculiarity to 
have deserved a notice in loco, even if it were deemed too 
special to be worth citing at length as a precedent. 

The arrangement of the work, if not theoretically the 
best possible, seems to us practically most convenient; 
the first twelve chapters are devoted respectively to the 
orders liable to be made in the course of an ordinary 
action up to and including judgment ; then the thirteenth 
deals with appeals, and the three nett with orders at 





chambers or otherwise subsequent to judgment, includ. 
ing the orders made for the purpose of enforcing prior 
orders. Having thus carried his readers chronologically 
through a typical suit, Mr. Pemberton proceeds to re. 
arrange his suits in the classes usually recognized 
in chancery proceedings; and accordingly we have orders 
relating to infants (ch. 17), married women (ch. 18), 
account (ch. 19), partnership (ch. 20), and so on down 
to ch. 29, which deals with the special jurisdiction of 
the court over solicitors. Each of these groups is com. 
plete and distinct in itself, and the several orders com. 
prising it are well and conveniently arranged inter se, 
but there does not seem to be any principle in the 
arrangement of the groups themselves, which have been, 
as far as we can judge, set down one after another in a 
manner purely arbitrary. We do not know that this is 
any objection to the book: looked upon as a work of ref. 
erence for the practitioner, it must be perfectly immaterial 
to him whether (say) ‘‘ Mortgages’’ are or are not prop- 
erly placed between “ Receivers” and “Specific Perform- 
ance,” or whether there is or is not any natural fitness in 
an arrangement by which “ Injunctions” are made to 
follow “Orders for Administration.” This would be a 
serious defect in a treatise which professed anything 
like logical sequence, but as it is obvious that the present 
work is notso meant, but as a practical ‘‘ handy book,” 
we do not look upon it even as a blemish. 

The remaining twenty-four chapters are devoted to 
the statutory jurisdiction of the Court of Chancery—and 
in all these cases the Chancery Division still has exclusive 
jurisdiction—and are arranged in the only manner in 
which they could possibly be, viz., according to the 
statutes by which the jurisdiction was conferred. This 
is the least satisfactory part of the work, and much of it 
might, we think, have been advantageously omitted 
altogether; the chapter on the Land Transfer Act, for 
instance (ch. 51), does not contain a single order (for 
the very good reason, we believe, that no order has ever 
been made under that Act), and consists merely of a 
short summary of the clauses of the Act, not sufficient 
to enable the practitioner to dispense with a reference to 
the Act itself, and yet not adding anything to that with 
which such reference would have at once supplied him. 
The same observation applies, though with somewhat 
less force, to several of the other chapters of this part of 
the work, in which a thin stream of precedents is supple- 
mented by an ample meadow of references, only unfor- 
tunately not to decided cases, but only to the marginal 
notes of the Acts of Parliament. It may be thai this 
was, in one sense, unavoidable, that in the case of these 
Acts the materiuls for a useful commentary of this nature 
do not exist; and we are inclined, judging from 
the earlier part of the book to believe that had they existed 
Mr. Pemberton would have supplied us with them; but 
granting this as a palliation, it does not seem to us to rise 
even to the dignity of an excuse, and we think that the 
book would have better falfilled its mission had it ended 
at p. 693 with the conclusion of the note on the Com- 
panies Acts, 1862 and 1867. 

On the whole, however, we consider the book one of 
great merit and utility, and we confidently recommend 
it to the consideration of the profession. 
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It was recently stated in the House of Commons that there 
is no prospect that the newlaw courts will be ready for 
occupation by the time specified. 


On Friday week, in the Queen's Bench Division, says the 
Times’ reporter, it appeared that in several cases intended to 
be argued counsel on one side or the other had not been 
instructed, Mr. Justice Blackburn, while allowing a post- 
ponement, on the ground that it was not expected that the 
cases would come on go soon, observed thut solicitors really 
must be more careful for the future, as they could not now 
reckon upon cases not coming on, and could not suppose 
that they would be premature in delivering briefs to 
to argue cases in the jist. 
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THE BARRISTERS’ FEES BILL. 


Ix the debate on the second reading of this Bill Mr. Nor- 
woop read the following extracts from letters which he had 
received complaining of the present system. The first was 
from a letter written by a City solicitor of great eminence. 
After adverting to the practice of the chancery bar and the 
rule bg common Jaw courts before 1852, the letter pro- 
ceeded :— 

**T came to the profession in 1855, and I remember well 
one of the first cases in which I was interested, in which we 
were deserted by both counsel, and in the end the case had 
to be settled upon terms which our client considered dis- 
astrous, A few years later there were two Queen’s Counsel 
who were notorious for the same thing, and one of them 
happened to be our leader for several years ; we were either 
obliged to go to the expense of a third counsel or submit 
to the absence of our leader, which very generally happened, 
and was very unpleasant.” 

The next letter was the statement of a solicitor in a large 
commercial town :— 

‘‘T was for defendants in an important mercantile case 
involving thousands of povnds. It was tried at Guildhall 
atthe same time a sa cross-action involving the same circum: 
stances. I retained an eminent Q.C. specially conversant 
with the business, and his brief,was marked about 100 
guineas. I was about the court waiting for the case to be 
called, when counsel’s clerk intimated that the fee was in- 
sufficient. I expressed ny great surprise, and said that the 
fee was evidently considered satisfactory when the brief 
was delivered days previously. The clerk admitted this, but 
said he had ascertained that the other side had a larger 
sum. I told the clerk that I must have the personal ser- 
vices of the counsel, who must be satisfied, and I increased 
the fee by a considerable sum. The counsel just attended 
the opening of the case that afternoon, but on the following 
morning it was intimated to me that he bad another and 
very important professional engagement, and hed handed 
over his Lrief to his friend Mr. The brief and fees 
were offered to be returned. Mr. had little ex- 
perience in the matters involved, and so mismanaged the 
case that the client requested him to withdraw and leave the 
conduct of his case to the abler junior. My client lost the 








Another letter said :— 

“Mr. Leeman some years ago was concerned tor a con- 
tractor in an arbitration on a large claim upon a railway 
company. The arbitration extended over 100 cays. His 
two counsel frequently did not put in an appearance, and 
often fcr a few minutes only, and their interference accord- 
ingly did more harm than good. Becoming seriously 
alarmed for his client, Mr. Leeman requested that the 
counsel would abstain from interference at all, guaranteeing 
payment of fees notwithstanding. The fees amounted to up- 
wards of £1,500.” 

The next letter was as follows :— 

“ Dear Sir,—I understand you have a Bill before Parlia- 
ment for making counsel liable on their contracts to per- 
form the work for which they receive the fees. I have 
twice at the assizes this week been disappointed (to use no 
stronger term) by the counsel to whom I had delivered 
briefs and paid substantial fees. I will not mention 
names, as I do not want to censure individuals, but to 
illustrate the vicions practice you are trying to remedy. 
In one case—a common jury case—I was for the defend- 
ant, and the defence was simply a set-off, the plaintiff's 
claim being undisputed. It was therefore the duty and 
the right of the defendant's counsel to begin and open the 
case ; but my counsel, who had received the brief and 
fee several days before in London, had not come down, and 
the judge refused to wait, and the plaintiff's counsel (there 
being no one to gainsay him) opened the case, possessing 
the minds of the court and jury with his own view of it, 
so that when my counsel afterwards arrived, as he did in 
the middle of the trial, the verdict was practically already 
lost beyond recovery. In another case (on the criminal 
side) an important prosecution, by direction of the justices, 
for a public nuisance, the brief, with a respectable fee, 
had been given to an experienced connsel, who, just as the 
case was coming on, handed it over to a very young 
gentleman, who had not even time to read it, and an ac- 
quittal was the natural result, If for any unexpected and 





unavoidable cause a counsel cannot conduct a case he has 
undertaken, he should be bound to consalt the solicitor 
concerned as to the choice of a substitute ; and, if required, 
to return the brief, together with the fee, into the solici- 
tor’s hands.” 

Here was another case :— 

** Mr, . Q.C., was asked the evening before the 
trial if he would promise to attend on plaintiff's behalf. 
He promised, and the brief was left with him. When the 
trial came on, he very shortly opened the case, and then 
left his junior to complete, i.c., examine witnesses, address 
the jury, &c., while he went to another court. We lost.” 

The next extract was from a Jetter written by a City solici- 
tor of eminence :— 

“The present Mr. Justice Lush acted in a very different 
manner. He attached himself altogether to the Court of 
Common Pleas, and would not take briefs in other courts, 
because he could not properly attend to the work. Another 
exception to the somewhat general rule was Sir Jobn Kars- 
lake. Sir Jokn would refuse to take a case if he thought 
he could not attend to it ; and, although I believe it was not 
strictly speaking professional, you cou'd always see him or 
his clerk and arrange with him to give his attendance to the 
case, and he would tell you if he could not attend to it, 
and, with this notice, if you gave him a brief, you did s> 
at your own risk.” 

Mr. Norwood continued—It was said the Ist clause of 
his Bill was unnecessary ; bad debts owing to counsel were 
infinitesimal. But that was not the case with members of 
the junior bar. In many cases the junior bar suffered most 
cruelly. There were some black sheep among solicitors 
who treated young men at the bar most shamefully. They 
continued to employ a young barrister till his fees amounted 
to a considerable sum, and then left him; taking the sane 
course with his successor. This was simple robbery. The 
2nd clause, that counsel should be responsible for gross 
neglect of duty, was perfectly fair and reasonable. He 
thought it should be extended, not only to counsel, but to 
solicitors, architects, and doctors. He could not conceive 
how the independence of the bar would sutfer from the 
enactment of his Bill. He admitted thatthe question was 
full of difficulties. In the common law courts it was extremeiy 
difficult for a barrister to koow when a particular ca-e 
wonld be taken, and he believed the rules and regulations 
had not been framed so asto facilitate business, but greatly 
the reverse. There was great anathy, he feared, on this 
subject on the part of the bar. The benchers of the Inns 
of Court did not regulate the business of the profession in a 
way to meet the requirements of the public, and if the 
learned judges did a little more to facilitate the working of 
the new regulations they would do no more than their 
duty. 

Sir H. Jackson said that assuming all the allegations of 
the Lon. member to be true and incapable of explanation, it 
came to this—that there were a certain number of bar- 
risters to whom it might be objected that they were guilty of 
those practices which he was sure no member of that House 
would justify. But the Bill of his hon. friend, instead of say- 
ing a city for the sake of teu righteous men, would destroy 
the interests of the profession for ten unrighteous members of 
it. His hon. friend must make out that there was no other 
cure for the evil alleged. What was the complaint? That a 
certain number of counsel were in the habit of undertaking 
more business than they were able to discharge. The matter 
was beyond the control, not of counsel generally, but of the 
counsel of whom complaint was made, There was a fashion 
in the public of confining their attention to particular counsel 
—a fashion not warranted by experience or common sense ; 
certain men were run after, and at all hazards clients endea- 
voured to obtain their services. What was the result ou the 
position of a particular advocate so sought after? How did 
he find himself fixed? He accepted a brief for to-morrow, 
and determined, cotte qui corte, he would attend to it. He 
read his papers, held his consultation, and was prepared to 
proceed with the case, He attended in his place on the mor~ 
row, He found, from no fault of any one—perhaps through 
the preceding case lasting longer than was expected, because 
of the absence of a witness or a judge—his case was not 
ready for hearing, and the effect of his hon, friend's Bill 
would be that till this case was proceeded with the learned 
counsel could not be retained in any other; and, 
although he might have to argue another case on 
the following day in the full belief that he would be 
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ready to do so, he would have to return his brief. 
The difficulty was not without a remedy. Why not abstain 
from instructing gentlemen who acted in the manner com- 
plained of? The question of securing the attendance of 
counsel ceuld readily be dealt with without legislation. It 
was a matter which might be arranged ; but, so far as he 
had heard, no attempt had been made to approach the bar 
on the subject either by clients or soliciters. He could not 
doubt that if solicitors would take the matter in their own 
hands andinstruct only those whose attendance they weresure 
of, the complaint of which they had heard so much would 
soon come to an end. That part of the Bill remained which 
would make a barrister giving an opinion or conducting a 
case responsible for the result to his client—a provision 
which would put an end at once to all that was worthy and 
noble in the status of the bar. The Bill would reduce the 
advocate to the position of a paid agent, and the right to 
recover his reward for services rendered would most inevit- 
ably reduce him to the position of a mere mouthpiece of 
his client. At present the advocate made the success of his 
client's cause his first and paramount object, but he did so 
with a dne subordination of the case to the rights of the 
matter and the law bearing upon it, and to considerations 
as to public time, and with an entire disregard, if necessary, 
to the instructions with which clients too often hamper him 
as to the manner in which he should conduct the case. But 
if he were to become a paid agent it would necessarily 
follow that he must say exactly what his client told him 
to say, call the witnesses whom his client desired him to 
call, and, it might be, argue pvints of law which he knew 
to be untenable. 

Mr. Wuee.uovse said the hon. member who introduced 
the Bill had spoken of cases of hardship to clients, but he 
must say, after thirty years’ experience of one of the largest 
circuits in England, that he had never known an important 
duty undertuken by counsel which had been neglected. 

Mr. Grecory wished to point out the distinc:ion be- 
tween his branch of the profession and that which was 
the object cf the Bill with reference to liability to their 
clients, because be thought it bore in some degree on some 
of the points raised by the hon. aud learned member for 
Coventry and the hon. and learned member for Leeds. 
Solicitors were personally liable to their clients for the con- 
duct of their business and for the advice they offered. 
That liability had been somewhat freely enforced, and 
many men of his branch of the profession had suffered 
materially, though they were innocent of any design against 
the interests ur the wishes of their clients. That liavility 
Was impending over solicitors every hour, but, notwithstand- 
ing that, solicitors did give honest and disinterested ad- 
vice to their clients—he was speaking of the better class of 
solicitors—and put moral pressure upon them to induce them 
to avoid or abandon litigation. When a man went with 
his temper excited and wrong notions of a case to consult 
his solicitor about it, the latter had to point out to him 
that there was another side to the case, which it was very 
difficult to get him to see. It had been said thata solicitor 
ought not to send a brief to a barrister whose practice was 
80 large as to render it doubtful whether, when the case to 
which that brief related was called on in court, he would 
not be engaged in another court, and that the brief should 
be sent to other counsel who could attend to the case when 
called on. But it was not every solicitor who could act 
freely with regard to the giving of briefs to, barristers. 
Many solicitors were struggling young men, and if cases 
in which they were concerned had been lost they might be 
told by their clients that that was in consequence 
of their not having employed some well-known counsel. 
A solicitor who had acquired a status in his profession 
did not fear to actin opyosition to the wishes of his client 
with regard to the selection of counsel, but that course could 
not be expected in the «ase of a struggling young solicitor. 
With regard to the practice (to which there were many 
honourable exceptions) of barristers acceptng briefs in 
more cases than they could attend to, he believed it was to 
@ great extent attributable to what occurred during the 
railway mania. Frequently during that period in the case 
of railway schemes that were undergoing consideration by 
committees of the House, briefs were given to counsel, 
not with the view of securing their services, bat simply to 
Prevent their appearing on the other side. He remembered 
that the late Tord Kingedown when he knew that he 
should be engaged in the Court of Appeal on certain days 
put up a notice in bis chambers that during that period he 





could not take any briefs. He Mr. Gregory) was not 
prepared to go as far as the hon. member for Hull in thig 
matter. He agreed with him that the old principle of 
honorarium was practically abolished. The Council of the 
Incorporated Law Society, as far as ct ned bers of 
that society, dealt with cases in which solicitors had not 
paid counsel's fees. The council had no jarisdiction over 
solicitors who were not members of that society. Though 
he admitted that barristers sbould be enabled to enforee 
payment of their fees, he did not agree to the proposition 
of the hon, member for Hull that their status in relation to 
their duties to their clients should be altered. Great lati. 
tude must be allowed to counsel in the conduct of their 
business. He believed that generally counsel exercised g 
very sound discretion, and he did not wish to do anything 
which would hinder the exercise of their discretion. But 
with reference to barristers taking more cases thau they 
could attend to he thought some remedy should be adopted. 
He wished some proposal on that subject would emanate 
from the bar. For that purpose he ventured to throw out 
a suggestion Jast year, and he regretted that during the 
interval a proposal had not been made. He held in his 
hand an extract from rules of the Common Bench made in 
the reign of King James I., which was to this effect:— 

‘¢ That if any serjeant or counsel-at-lew shall take any fee 
to be accountable for any case and shall not attend the same 
case accordingly, on complaint or information given to the 
judges, the judges shall in their discretion order a repay- 
ment of the fee; and if any serjeant or counsel-at-law shall 
take excessive fees, such serjeant or counsel-at-law shall, in 
the discretion of the judges, make a restoration of the 
excess upon pain of not practising in court for such a length 
of time as to the judges shall seem fit.” 

Some tribunal or authority was required, to be constitu. 
ted either by the bar or by those connected with it, to which 
they should have power of making representations on thos 
matters. At the proper time, therefore, he would offer to 
the cons‘deration of the House a motion for a committes to 
inquire into the subject of the relations of couasel with 
sulicitors and their clients. 

Mr. Serjeant Srmow said the Bill rendered counsel liable, 
not to return his f-es, but to an action for damages for not 
attending personally to a case intrusted to him. The effect 
of that would be that if counsel took a particular brief he 
could take no other brief till the first case was disposed of. 
Under the Judicature Act, supposing he confined himself to 
a particular division of the new court—say to the Queen’s 
Bench Division—he might appear there and be ready to go 
on with his case, but the case might not come on and might 
be put down next day for the Common Pleas Division. [ff 
he was to confine himself to his own division, and the case 
was transferred to another division, and he could not go 
there, would it be fair to render counsel liable to an action 
becauge the client might be dumnified ? 

Mr. Hanpy said that no barrister could insure himself 
against the difficulty of having cases for which he was 
engaged coming on in two places at the same time. Many 
charges had occurred since he himself practised at the 
bar. But formerly a leading counsel on the Northern 
Circuit—for example, aman like Mr. Baron Martin—was 
practically retained iu every civil case there. A great 
many cases were reserved for the opinion of the court 
above—which was not one court, but several in the old 
time—namely, the Queen’s Bench, the Common Pleas, and 
the Exchequer, The cases in which Mr, Martin bad been 
engaged at York or Liverpool came up to be tried in Bane 
on points of law that were reserved, and they came on 
without regard to Mr. Martin’s convenience in holding the 
briefs, but according to the convenience and the arrangs- 
ments of the court; and what benefit would it have been 
to any suitor that he should renounce the assistance of the 
great Jawyer he had employed for the sake of having the 
services of a man who was always sitting in one particular 
court? It might be in the power of a great advocate to 
appear in many of those cases, but he defied him to appear 
in them all, The hon. member for Sussex said that if o 
solicitor did not employ a fashionable barrister his client 
would be down upon him, ‘hey employed o fashionable 
barrister on two grounds—first, to get the best assistance 
they could for themselves, and, next, to prevent their op- 
ponents from getting it. ‘The attorneys were anxious 
neutralize bis opposition if they could not secure the man 
they wanted. Clients, too, had their strong preferences. 
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«Q nce at the Liverpool Assizes a prisoner who stood waiting 
to be tried turned round and said to his attorney, ‘‘ Where 
my counsel?” The attorney said,‘ “‘I have a very 
eminent counsel here,” pointing to him. “But,” said 
the prisoner, “that is not my man.” ‘‘ Well,” remarked 
the attorney, ‘‘although he is another man he will 
undertake your defence.” ‘‘He certainly shan’t,” re- 
joined the prisoner, “for I will rather plead guilty.” 
Under the Judicature Acts they had cases coming on, not 
only in the first court to which they were sent, but trans- 
ferred from one to another; and therefore it was impos- 
sible for anybody to be absolutely sare of the counsel he 
had engaged. Again, if they turned the advocats into an 
agent and a bargainer they must enable him to withdraw 
from the position in which he was now—bound to accept 
the first retainer—and must give him a choice, thus 
changing his whole character. When times of pressure 
ame, eminent counsel and the solicitors would probably 
contract themselves out of the Bill altogether. Moreover, 
af they reduced the advocate to a position to which they 
-ought not to reduce him without the strongest ground, or 
‘without the clear proof that the profession was rotten at 
the core, what were they tn do in those cases where the 
jndges assigned counsel? Now, it was an honourable dis- 
tinction to be assigned as counsel ; but, with those liabili- 
ties hanging round their necks, barristers would regard it 
with some hesitation. Again, the Bill would have a 
-crippling effect on the barrister. The case he had to con- 
duct often turned out, when in court, to be entirely dif- 
ferent from what was expected, and counsel must use an 
almost unlimited discretion. But how could he do that if 
he bad, sitting behind him, an attorney who insisted on 
his calling this witness or that one, and who, if he re- 
fused, might hold him legally liable? And how, again, 
could a jury decide on a question as to how an advocate 
ought to conduct a case in court? If counsel were under 
‘such pressure to attend to instructions, and were either to 
call or abstain from calling a particular witness, they 
would often, and most unjustly, consign their clients to 
ruin, He thought the Bill would alter the whole status 
and character of the English bar, and make it different 
from the bar of every other country. The French bar 
and the Scotch were both fres from that. proposed liability, 
By imposing it on the English bar they would not benefit 
the public, but would deprive the country of the inestim- 
able advantage of having, in its courts, men who could 
fearlessly and openly assist the judges in the administra- 
tion of justice by speaking in the name, and putting forth 
the strength, of their great and honourable profession. 

Mr. Osnorne Morcan said he was not there to justify 
such conduct as had been described in that debate, and which, 
though it might assume the name of professional etiquette, 
he would call by an uglier name. If the Bill passed, he be- 
lieved the practice of advocacy would fall into the hands of 
men very different from those who now pursued it, for no 
barrister of ability:-would consent to conduct a case under the 
‘conditions proposed. The profession of the bar differed essen- 
tially from other professions. Against any breach of engage- 
ment by a banker or a contractor, for instance, a person 
could have his remedy, but when a barrister Jost 2 case there 
were no means of judging whether the result was due to his 
negligence or not. The peculiar difficulties a barrister had 
‘to deal with were somewhat strikingly illustrated by a story 
told of an eminent counsel well known in his day as ** Johnny 
Williams.” While he was engaged ina murder case, the 
solicitor desired him to put a certain question to one of the 
‘witnesses. The question, Williams foresaw, might hang his 
client if answered in a particular way, and he accordingly re- 
fused to put it. Under pressure, however, he did what he 
was requested to do, and the result was fatal. Turning then 
to the solicitor, Williams said, ‘‘ You have hanged my client, 
‘The best thing you can do now is to go home and hang your- 
self, and when you meet him ‘in another tad as you are 
sure to do, go down on your knees and beg his pardon.’ That 
evils existed in connection with the profession he did not deny, 
and he hoped the discussion which had taken place would 
tend to remedy them, but he did not think any good would be 
effected by the Bill. 

Mr. C. E. Lewis begged the House to remember that 
the leading question before them was this—whether a pro- 
fessional man of high class ought to be allowed to re- 

tain, say, a fee of one hundred guineas received by 





him for a given service, which he failed to perform 
The engagement between a barrister and his client was now 
substantially a bargain. After a brief marked twenty or 
thirty guineas was delivered to a barrister, either on 
circuit, in the Court of Chancery, or in the common law 
courts, it was a common thing for his clerk to come to the 
solicitor and say, “Counsel on the other side have had 
twenty guineas more than we have, and we expect an 
increase.” It was all very well to say that the public and 
the solicitors were to blame; that the tendency of people 
was to run after the most successful men in every pro- 
fession, and that solicitors were in the habit of sending 
their business to two or three p:rticular sets of chambers. 
However true that observation might be, it furnished no 
argument against legislative interference with a bad system. 
under which a poor man, fighting, perhaps, against a rich 
company, was compelled to part with a large sum of money 
without receiving anything for it. If the practices com- 
plained of were confined to a few persons, why, he would 
ask, did not the bar, as a body, stamp those practices out ? 
Let hon. members refer to their own experience on Private 
Bill Committees, and they would see the evil of the present 
system in full bloom and vigour. Things had got to such 
a pass that every railway company who came to that House 
retained two or three unnecessary counsel, and paid their 
fees day after day without getting any service ia return, 
simply because of the wretched practices which the Bill 
proposed to abolish. It was said the Bill would destroy 
the bar. By what? By making counsel return money 
which they had not earned? By rendering them respon- 
sible for so mismanaging cases as to involve their clients ia 
disgrace and disaster ? There was another aspect of the case, 
one which had been overlooked. A great evil in connection 
with the bar was monopoly. Juniors, fur the most part, 
had little or no chance of getting on, and nothing fostered 
that state of things more than the system which enabled 
solicitors—imprudently it might be—to shovel briefs into 
the hands of a few men, and which enabled those men to 
receive them without feeling guilty of injustice. Now, if 
anything would tend to open upa career to young barristers, 
it would be a measure like the present, which would enforce 
the application of the ordinary rules of morality, and at the 
same time assist in the distribution of work at the bar. As 
for the uncertain way in which cases came on for hearing 
in the courts, the judges, as soon as they knew that barris- 
ters were to be liable for neglect of duty, would take 
care to improve the arrangement, so that a man might not 
unexpectedly find himself called upon to be in two courts 
at once. 

Mr. Herscnett believed the existing evils might be 
remedied without the aid of the Bill, which, if passed, 
would no doubt have mischievous results. Noone could 
deny the justice of the broad principle that a man ought 
not to retain money received by him in respect of a cer- 
tain service which he did not perform ; but if there were 
instances of that principle being violated at the bar, they 
were extremely rare. What was the contract between a 
barrister and his client? Was it that he should, in no 
matter what court, and under no matter what circum- 
stances, be always present and conduct the case from be- 
ginning to end? He ventured to say that an attorney 
who delivered a brief to counsel knew perfectly well that 
counsel would not and could not enter into any such con- 
tract as that. When aspersions were thrown broadcast on 
the profession to which he belonged he might be excused 
for entering into details to show the real condition of the 
case. Let him put it in this way :—A brief was deliveres. 
with a small fee, as was not unfrequently the .case, to a 
counsel, who attended in court to watch it—attended, it 
might be, day after day—in order to be present when it 
came on. Yet it might happen that, perhaps, after a dozen 
attendances, having got up the case, at the moment it 
was called on the counsel was in another court attending to 
another case. Was it to be supposed, in such an insta 
the counsel had done nothing for his fee? He denied it. 
Of course if the understanding were that when a counsel 
had taken a brief he absolutely pledged himself that he 
would be present and conduct it, all he conld say was that 
with the present scale of fees it would be impossible. It 
would become a matter of bargain, and the best assistance 
would go to the man who paid the highest fee. The utmost 
that could be done when a brief was taken was to give 
every possible care and attention to it, and if counsel found 
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at the last moment that the case would clash he should 
make the best arrangement he could in the interest of his 
client. He ventured to ray asarule that was what was 
done. He deprecated taking a brief with no reasonable 
prospect of being able to do that. A man who took a 
brief without a reasonable opportunity of being able to do 
this did a dishonourable thing, and should be reprobated; 
and he hoped that it was exceptional in the profession. 
The best thing for the client was that the responsibility 
should be on the shoulders of counsel to make the best ar- 
rapgements. He denied that the effect of the Bill would 
be to scatter the business and give opportunit ies to young 
men fresh from the universities. He ventared to say the 
only way almost in which a young man of ability and 
talent for the law, whe had no influence, ever got into 
work, was by bis merits becoming known by counsel, who 
in an emergency called {for assistance, knowing what was 
in the young man on whom be called. As a general rule, 
if proper precaution was taken, the interest of the client 
was better served in this way than if the brief was given 
beck and somebody else instructed at the Jast moment. 
He believed, however, a great deal might be done to pre- 
vent the evil by a better arrangement of the business of 
the courts, but he denied the remedy was to be found in 
this Bill. It was a striking fact tbat in France, where 
there bad been no sparing of Jaw reforms, the same 
system exists as here, and the counsel was not responsible 
and could rot sue for his fee. He did not want to say a 
word in favour of haggling for fees, but that evil would 
not be prevented by this Bill. If the Bill were passed a 
Sentiment would grow up that, after all, the advocate was 
the agent of his client, to do his client’s work, be it clean 
or dirty work. 

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL said there had been in recent 
timer, no doubt, a good many instances in waich members 
of the bar bad taken more work than they conld attend 
to, and he could not disguise from himself that there were 
cases in which eminent men had taken briefs—no doubt at 
the time thinking they would be able to attend to them, 
but who found afterwards that they could not do so—which 
they had not been able to attend to. Waat they ought to 
have done was—return the briefs and the fees. Haggling 
for fees was also another evil which was unquestionable, 
and which ought to be deprecated. It was all very well to 
decry the practice of engaging celebrated barristers for 
cases where they bad little chance of appearing. The 
fault, however, as had been abundantly pointed out, by no 
means rested exclusively with the barrister. Not unfre- 
quently it happened that eminent barristers had to accept 
briefs even in spite of their own self-consciousness that 
they might not be able to appear and plead the case. 
Solicitore, in fact, pressed great lawyers to accept briefs 
merely to prevent them being engaged by the opposite 
side. In acting thus the solicitor very naturally strove to 
protect himself. In the event of the case being lost the 
sclicitor simply said to his client that he had 
ergaged the very best man who could be obtained, 
and that the loss of the cause was not in conse- 
quence to be ascribed to the solicitor. That being so, it 
was not fair to thrust indiscriminate blame upon the bar. 
He had no desire to justify the bar for their share in the 
transaction, but jastice, at all events, ought to be done to 
them. The Bill would, in his opinion, prove a very inad- 
equate remedy for the evils complained of. It would, in 
fact, be no remedy at all. The chief complaint was that 
advocates of eminence accepted fees for work which they 
were urable to perform. Surely the remedy for that was 
not far to seek? Solicitors were not compelled togive their 
briefs to particular advocates. They had the freedom of 
their own choice, and there were scores of able barristers 
unemployed who would be glad to be retained. The Bill, 
in his opinion, would destroy the independence of the bar, 
and ite effect would be to prevent the public obtaining the 
services of the most eminent barristers. It ought to be 
borne in mind that under the existing system a barrister 
had no right to pick and choose. He was bound to accept 
the first brief that was offered to him; bat if the Bill were 
accepted this principle would be entirely changed. His 
strongest reason for opposing the Bill was that its effect 
would inevitably be to destroy the independence of the 
bar. 








Nates. 


On Fripay, May 5, a question arose before the Court 
of Appeal, in a case of Ex parte Brown, with regard to the 
locus standi of an appellant from an order which had been 
made in a county court, directing a trustee in a bankruptcy 
to prosecute him for alleged offences under section 11 of: 
the Debtors Act, 1869. Section 16 of that Act empowers 
the court, when a report has been made by the trustee in 
any bankruptcy, or upon a representation a any creditor 
or member of the committee of inspection, that the bank-. 
rupt has been guilty of any offence under the Act, “if it 
appears to the court that there is a reasonable probability: 
that the bankrupt may be convicted,” to order the trustee to- 
prosecute the bankrupt for the offence, And, by section 17,. 
when the court makes such an order, then, on production of 
the order, ‘‘ the expenses of the prosecution shall be allowed, 
paid, and borne as expenses of prosecutions for felony are 
allowed, paid, and borne,” though the offences referred to are: 
only made misdemeanours. In Ex parte Brown the county 
court judge had, on the application of the trustee in a bank- 
ruptcy, ordered the prosecution, not ouly of the bankrupt, 
but also, jointly with him, of a person named Brown, 
who was alleged to have been engaged with him in 
the transactions which were complained of. Brown 
appealed from the order, and it was contended on his be- 
half that the court bad no jurisdiction to make such an 
order except as against a bankrupt (including in this des- 
cription aliquidating debtor as was decided in Ex parte 
Dempwvy, 21 W.B. 800, L. R. 8 Ch. 626), and consequently 
that Brown was a person ‘‘aggrieved’”’ by the order, 
witbin the meaning of section 71 of the Bankruptcy Act, 
1869, and entitled to appeal from it. The Court of Ap- 
peal (James and Mellisb, L.JJ., and Baggallay, J.A), how- 
ever, held that Brown had no docus stant to appeal. They 
thought that he was in this respect in no better position 
than the bankrupt himself would have been, and he, as was. 
decided in Ex parte Nicholson (noted ante, pp. 416, 504), 
would have had no right to be heard, either in opposition 
to the making of the order, or by way of appeal from it. 
wken made. The order was one which from its very 
nature ought to be made ex parte, its only object being to 
obtain the payment of the costs of the prosecution out of 
the public funds. If it was made ex parte it could in no 
way prejudice the persons accused on any subsequent inves- 
tigation of the facts before a magistrate or a jury ; where- 
as, if the accused were heard in opposition to the making of 
the order by the Court of Bankruptcy, the order when made 
would amount to a preliminary conviction by that court, 
and must operate most injuriously against them before the 
magistrate and at the trial. 


In A cask oF Meluish v. Milon, decided by the: 
Court of Appeal on Saturday, May 6, an important 
question was raised as to the jurisdiction of the Chancery 
Division to set aside the provisions of a_ will of 
personal estate on the ground that they had been pro- 
cured by fraud on the part of the legatee. It was en- 
deavoured, but without success, to distinguish the case 
from the well-known case of Allen v. Macpherson 
(1 H. L. Cas. 191), in which the House of Lords, by a 
majority of three to two (Lords Lyndhurst, Brougham, 
and Campbell, against Lords Cottenham and Lang- 
dale) held that the Court of Chancery, having no juris- 
diction over a will of personal estate, could not, after the- 
will bad been admitted to probate in the Ecclesiastical 
Court, declare a legatee to be a trastee of the property 
bequeathed to him, on the ground that he had pro- 
cured the gift of the legacy by fraud, for that would 
be in effect to set aside pro tanto the probate, and 
would amonnt to doing indirectly that which the 
Ecclesiastical Court had alone by law the jurisdiction to do. 
In Allen v. Macpherson the testator had by the ninth 
codicil to his will revoked to a considerable extent 
gifts which he had, by the will and some 
of the earlier codicile, meade in favour of the 
plaintiff. The will and all the codicils were ad- 
mitted to probate, after a litigation by the plaintiff in the 
Ecclesiastical Court with regard tothe ninth codicil. The 
plaintiff then filed a bill in chancery against the executors,. 
who were trustees for the residuary legatee, alleging that 
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the testator had been induced to execate the ninth codicil 
means of false representations as to the plaintiff's 
made to him by the residuary legatee, and pray- 
ing that the defendants might be declared trustees of the 
residue for the plaintiff, to the extent of the benefits 
originally given to him by the testator. The House of 
Lords (affirming a previous decision of Lord Lyndhurst as 
Lord Chancellor) allowed the defendants’ demurrer 
to the bill, on the ground that the KEoolesiastical 
Court had exclusive jurisdiction in the matter. . In 
Meluish v. Milton the testator gave the whole of his 


_ property to a woman with whom he had lived as 


his wife, describing her as his wife, and appointed her 
sole executrix. He had gone through the ceremony of 
marriage with her, but she was in fact the wife of another 
map, from whom she had separated many years before. 
Probate of the will was granted to her by the Court of 


Probate. Thetestator’s brother, who was hissole next of kin, : 


afterwards filed a bill against her, in which he alleged 
that when she married the testator she had concealed 
from him the fact that she had a husband living, and that 
the execution of the will was induced by the fraudulent 
assumption by her of the character of the testator’s wife, 
and the plaintiff prayed that she might be declared a 
trustee of the property for him. The defendant, by her 
answer, denied that she had been guilty of any fraud, and 
asserted that when she married the testator she had not 
heard of her real husband for many years, and believed 
that he was dead, and that she informed tbe testator 
of all the circumstances. Vice-Chancellor Hall held, 
upon the evidence, that the plaintiff had noj made out 
his case. The Court of Appeal (James and Mellisb, L.JJ., 
and Baggallay, J.A.), without expressing any opinion on 
the facts, decided that the matter was within the exclusive 
jurisdiction of the Probate Division, and that the probate of 
the will, so long as it remained unrecalled, was conclusive 
evidence that the will was the real will of the testator. It 
was attempted to distinguish the case from <Ailn v. 
Macpherson, on the ground that the fraud alleged was not 
in the procuring the execution of the will, but in the 
obtaining the status of the testator's wife, and that the only 
fraud of which the Probate Division would take cognizance 
was one which had directly led to the making of the will ; 
that the appointment of executrix and the legal title to prove 
the will were unimpeached, the beneficial interest in the 
property being that alone which it was sought to interfere 
with. In answer to this argument, Lord Justice Mellish 
said that the fraud alleged was, if committed, com- 
mitted for the purpose of obtaining all the advantages 
which the defendant would naturally obtain as the lawful 
wife of the testator, one of which would most naturally be a 

rovision for her by his will in the event of his dyiog before 

er. And even though that advantage might not have been 
actually present to her mind when she made the false 
representation, yet, as it naturally followed from the position 
which she sought to obtain, it must be taken that the fraud 
was committed in order (inter alta) to procure the advantage 
of that provision by will, and it followed that the making of 
the will was procured by fraud just as much as it was io 
Allen v. Macpherson. There was, in truth, no distinction 
between the two cases, and the court was bound by the 
decision of the House of Lords that it had no jurisdiction 
in the matter. ‘The bill was accordingly dismissed, with a 
declaration of the opinion of the court, and without prejudice 
to any application to the Probate Division. 


Tue Albany Law Journal says, with reference to the 
Winslow case, “ We know of no question in international 
law which is just now of such par:mount interest as the 
subject of the extradition of crimioals, ‘This matter is cer- 
tainly of especial importance in respect to the relations be- 
tween (treat Britain and the United States. Several persons 
charged with grave extraditable offences are held by the 
English Government because our Government will not give a 
guarantee that these persons when surrendered shall not be 
“mewn except for extraditable offences. The London 

Lictrors’ JOURNAL suggests that some provision should be 
made by our Congress similar to that of the English Extra- 
dition Act of 1870. This provides for the requiring, and 

ving, of guarantces on the extradition of criminals. Where 

treaties themselves do not provide for these guarantees 
of immunity, the local or municipal laws ought to do so. 





No principle is better established in international law than 
that an extradited person shall not be tried for any but an 
extraditable offence. We shculd be glad to see Congress 
pass such an Act as that of the English Parliament. While 
the Act could not override the express language of treatiee,. 
it could at least supply deficiercies.’’ 








General Correspondence. 


JupcEs’ CHAMBERS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.]} 

Sir,—The mismanagement at Judges’ Chambers seems- 
to increase, and the help of the police in the management 
of the business is found necessary. 

Notwithstanding that the pressure upon the judiciab 
bench has lately been so great that even on the days. 
appointed for the hearing of judgment and committal 
summonses only one judge has been able to sit, whose 
labours are entirely inadequate to keep down the growth 
of those summonses, no attempt is made to establish any 
regulations which wouid facilitate the transaction of the 
public business and save the time of the suitors. 

I have to-day attended for the fourth time in the en- 
deavour to obtuin the hearing of a committal summons. 
On the last occasion, after much bodily exertion, I suc- 
ceeded in getting my summons into the hands of the 
clerk of the sitting judge, and I waited patiently until the 
time fixed for counsel's attendance. Being then unable 
to waste more time, I tried to get back my summons, but, 
owing to the vigilance with which the judge’s door was 
guarded by the police, this was impossible. 

To-day, observing that a notice was posted up stating 
that summonses left in chambers unheard would be taken. 
in turn upon the next sitting, I applied to the clerk of the 
learned judge who was taking judgment summonses to 
know if he had mine. He referred me to the clerk of the 
former judge, who in turn referred me back again. In- 
quiries of the other officials at the chambers are likewise 
fruitless, and as every official considers that the summons 
should not be, cannot be, and finally is not, with him, F 
do not get my summons. 

This, Sir, is a specimen, and no doubt a very common 
one. Surely some means might be devised to prevent 
this monstrous inconvenience and waste of time? I have 
heard of summonses being adjourned over seven weeks 
for lack of some method by which the business might be 
brought on in something like order. 

As far as I know, itis found practicable to conduct all 
other public business upon some system. Here only is 
there chaos. A Soticrror. 

London, E.C., May 5. 





Country SALgs BY AUCTION. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—I am glad to find that‘ E. E. L.” (a Lincoln’s-ino 
solicitor), in your columns of the 6th inst., has entered his 
protest against the worse than useless practice of placing 
wine on the table at country auctions. My experience 
confirms his statement that the persons who attend a sale 
with the intention of bidding are not those who either 
desire or partake of the wine, which is consumed by 
persons whose sole business in attending a sale is to consume 
a few glasses of wine at any one’s cost but theirown, So 
far as it has been in my power to do so, I have stoutly done 
battle with this absurd and wasteful custom, much pre- 
ferring to pay the landlord of an hotel his reasonable charge 
for a sale-room. The result has been that country sales have 
been conducted in as quiet and business-like a manner as in 
the London Mart, and to the full satisfaction of all whose- 
duty compels them to be present, and I am glad to add that I 
am only one of many who are striving to break through this 
most objectionable system. W. A. Bow.er, 

New Craven-chambers, Craven-street, W.C., May 8. 
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Hucieties. 


LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 


At the meeting of this society at the Law Institution, 
on Tnesday last, the question discussed was, ‘Is it 
desirable that the Queen should adopt the title Empress 
-of India?” The debate was opened by the honorary 
‘secretary, Mr. Indermaur, on the negative side, and an 
animated discussion ensued, opinions seeming to differ 
very considerably. In a meeting of thirty members the 
question was ultimately decided in the affirmative by a 
majority of two votes. 


UNITED LAW STUDENTS SOCIETY. 

A meeting of this society was held on Wednesday last, 
Mr. E. Dean, LL.B., in the chair. Mr. E. C. Rawlings 
opened the adjourned subject for debate—viz., ‘‘ That the 
demand of Ireland for Home Rule is just, and should be 
granted.” Several gentlemen spoke, bringing statistics be- 
fore the notice of the society. The motion was lost by a 
majority of six votes. 


BIRMINGHAM LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


At the last ordinary meeting of the society, Mr. Alfred 

Whitehouse in the chair, the following question of a juris- 
pradential nature was discussed :—‘‘ That the relations 
now existing between the two branches of the legal pro- 
fession are unsatisfactory, both from a public and legal 
point of view, and require amendment.” Messrs. Hadley, 
Brawett, Hayes, and Pugh supported the affirmative, 
and Messrs. Cochrane, Tyler, and Cresswell, the negative. 
After a long and interesting discussion upon both sides, 
and an able summing up by the chairman, the debate was 
decided in the affirmative by a small majority. 








Appotututents, Ete. 


Mr. Cxartes Lerrwicn Oxtpretp Bartcert, solicitor, 
has been elected Vestry Clerk for the Parish of Sher- 
borne, in the place of his partner, the late Mr. John Young 
Melmoth. Mr. Bartlett has also been elected Clerk to the 
‘Tarnpike Trustees of the Sherborne Division of Turnpike 
Roads, in the place of his late partner. 

Mr. Tuomas Parkinson Browy, solicitor, of Skipton, 
has been elected without opposition to the Coronership for 
the Craven District of Yorkshire, in the place of his father, 
the late Mr. Thomas Brown, Mr. T. P. Brown was ad- 
mitted a solicitor in 1862, and is superintendent-registrar 
at Skipton, and clerk to the Airedale Drainage Commis- 
sioners. He has acted for several years as deputy- 
“coroner. 

Mr. Wittiam Mawpstey CHarn.ey, solicitor, of Preston 
and of Blackpool, has been unanimously elected Town 
Clerk of the vewly-incorporated Borough of Blackpool. 
Mr. Charnley was admitted a solicitor in 1863, and for the 
last ten years has held the office of assistant-clerk to the 
Income-tax Commissioners at Preston, and of clerk to the 
Blackpool Local Board of Health, and to the Wigan and 
Preston Turnpike Road Trustees. 

Mr. Rosert Gzorce Rarer, solicitor and notary, has 
been appointed Lecturer in Ecclesiastical and Parochial 
Law at the Theological College, Chichester. Mr. Raper 
was admitted a solicitor in 1850, and is in partnership 
with Mr. William Bennett Barton Freeland. He is secre- 
tary to the bishop, chapter clerk and acting-registrar of 
the archdeaconry of Chichester, district probate registrar, 
and clerk to the couuty magistrates, the Commissioners of 
Taxes, the Westhampnett Board of Guardians, and other 
public bodies. 








According to the Japan Mail of November 11, since the 
commencement of the past year, some 35,000 cases, an aver- 
age of 3,500 per month, have been heard before the civil 
courts of Yeddo. 





Obituarp. 


SIR RICHARD JOHN THEODORE ORPEN. 


Sir Richard John Theodore Orpen, knight, who was the 
oldest solicitor in Ireland and the head of one of the largest 
firms in Dublin, died a few days ago in his eighty-ninth 
year. Sir Richard Orpen was the son of the Rev. Francis 
Orpen, and was born at Cork in 1788. He was admitted a 
solicitor in Dublin in 1809, and remained in practice there 
up to the time of his death, and was a member of the firm 
of Orpen, Sons, & Sweeny, of Anglesea-street. He was a 
trustee of the Incorporated Society of Solicitorsand Attorneys 
of Ireland, and had been for many years president of the 
latter body and of the Court of Examiners. In 1868 to 
the great satisfaction of the members of the profession, he 
was knighted by the Duke of Abercorn. Sir Richard Orpen 
was buried on Monday last (May 8) at Mount Jerome 
Cemetery, the funeral being attended by several members 
of the legal profession and most of the Council of the 
Incorporated Society. 








Leqal Pews. , 


In a recent case before the Court of Appeal at Westminster 
counsel complained of the trouble experienced from the 
absence of any available library in the court. The fact also 
that a rule had necessarily been made to prohibit books 
being brought up from the courts below made it impossible 
for counsel when arguments took an unexpected turn to be 
prepared to meet them. ‘The Lord Chief Baron concurred 
in the observation. 


It would seem, says the Albany Law Journal, like a great 
waste of legal talent for thirty lawyers to be engaged in one 
case. But such a thing has occurred in a recent complicated 
will case. Jn the contention over the will of one Holbrook, 
of New York, it appeared that specific legacies were made 
to twenty-two charitable institutions, the Board of Educa- 
tion, and the Schcol Trustees of the twenty-four wards of 
the city. Some dispute having urisen as to the duty of the 
executors, they brought suit asking the court to instruct 
them, and making parties all the heirs and legatees. The 
result is that about thirty lawyers have been employed to 
represent the various interests. 

Mr. Sampson Lloyd, M.P., has addressed a letter to the 
Foreign Office, on behalf of the Chambers of Commerce, ask- 
ing that provision should be made in all treaties of commerce 
that protection should be given to all British trade-marks, and 
the following reply has been received :—‘‘T am directed by 
the Earl of Derby to state that provision has been madein all 
treaties of commerce recently concluded between this country 
and foreign Powers, and that communications are now taking 
place between her Majesty’s Government and the Swiss 
Government, with the view to secure more effectual protection 
in Switzerland for British trade-marks.—lam, &c. T. V. Lis- 
TER.” 

The following are stated to be the arrangements for the 
approaching circuits :—The South-Eastern, July 7, the Lord 
Chief Justice and Mr. Baron Huddleston; Western, Juve 
29, Mr. Justice Blackburn and Mr. Baron Amphlett ; North 
Eastern, June 30, Mr. Justice Lush and Mr. Justice Denman; 
Northern, June 26, Mr. Baron Bramwell and Mr. Justice 
Lindley; Oxford, June 27, Mr. Justice Brett and Mr. Justice 
Grove; Midland, June 30, Mr. Justice Mellor and Mr, 
Justice Field; North Wales, July 6, the Lord Chief Baron ; 
South Wales, July 8, Mr. Baron Cleasby. The Lord Chief 
Justice of the Common Pleas, Justices Quain and Archibald, 
and Mr. Baron Pollock remain in town, and two go to the 
Surrey Assizes. 


The general report of the Comptroller in Bankruptcy for last 
year shows a decrease, as compared with the preceding year, 
of 30 cases. During 1874 the number of bankruptcies, 
liquidations, and compositions was 7,919, and last year 7,889. 
In the two years the liabilities were—in 1874, £20,136,670, 
with assets £5,431,648; in 1875, £25,533,644 as liabilities, 
and assets £7,332,779. The increase of liabilities in 1875 
was accordingly £5,396,974, and of assets £1,900,931, The 
increase was attributable to afew exceptionally heavy failures 
in the year, On the 31st of December last there were 3,191 

nding cases. ‘I'he comptroller calls the attention of the Lord 

hancellor to the expenses incurred in the several classes of 
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cases. In the hands of trustees there was at the end of the 
year £491,206 17s. 2d., and £8,658 10s. 8d. unclaimed divi- 
dends in the Bank of England and unappropriated balances 
after close of bankruptcies. There were 15,196 bills taxed in 
the year. The gross amount was £391,813 8s. 4d., and 
£64,545 10s, 3d. was struck off, leaving £327,267 18s. 1d. 
Notwithstanding the difference between the English and 
American baggege systems, says the Aliany Law Journal, 
there is much similarity in the decisions on the subject. 
**Common carriers of passengers sometimes assume to 
incur no responsibility for baggage unless delivered to 
their agents within a certain period before the departure 
of the passenger. But we apprehend that in such cases, 
f their servants at the proper place for receiving such 
baggage accept the same, tobe carried with the passenger 
within any reasonable time, as the same day, or the night 
following, or the next morning, they must be regarded 
as having accepted it as common carriers, and their 
responsibility as such attaches.”—2 Redf. on Law of Rail- 
ways, 51; Camden and Amboy Railway Company v. Bel- 
dnap, 21 Wend. 354. In Hickowv. Naugatuck Railway 
Co., 31 Conn. 281, plaintiff took his trunk to the depot at 11 
a.m., bnt bis train was not to leave until 3 p.m. The agent 
informed plaintiff that the company did not give checks 
until fifteen minutes before the departure of trains. He left 
the trunk with the agent and returned, and procured his 
check at the proper time. It was afterward discovered that 
money and clothing had been abstracted from the trank, 
but it did not appear whether before or after the giving of 
the check. The court held that the time of ithe robbery 


made no difference ; that the liability as common carriers 
attached upon the first reception of the trunk. 








Zaw Students’ Sournal. 


CALLS TO THE BAR. 

The under-mentioned gentlemen were on Wednesday 
called to the bar :— 

Lincoin’s-1nn.—The Hon. Sir Charles Farquhar Shand, 
LL.D. Edinburgh, Chief Justice of the Mauritius; 
Walter Reginald Crofton, Esq.; Charles William Empson, 
Esq., M.A. Cambridge ; Donald Ross Hunter, Esq., B.A. 
Cambridge ; Alfred Charles Tufton, Esq., B.A. Oxford ; 
Eardley John Norton, Esq., B.A. Oxford ; Augustus Nash, 
Esq., B.A. Oxford; Alfred Clarke Edwards, Esq., B.A. 
Oxford; Harold Freeth, Esq., B.A. Oxford; Lewis Tonna 
Dibdin, Esq., B.A. Cambridge ; Henry Walter Fell, Esq., 
B.A. Cambridge; John Ward Baines, Esq., B.A. Oxford ; 
Arthur Woollgar Verrall, Exq., B.A. Cambridge; and 
Cumbumpati Meenacshaya, Esq., Madras University. 

Inner Tempie.—Theophilus Mitchell, Esq., M.A. Ox- 
ford ; George Marcus Wandsbeck Hill, Esq., B.A. Dublin ; 
Clement George Lefroy, Hsq., Oxford ; Frederick James 
Lowe, Esq., B.A. Cambridge; Richard Burdon Sanderson, 
Esq., B.A. Cambridge ; John Arthur Whitaker, Esq., B.A. 


Cambridge ; Henry John Wastell Coulson, Esq., B.A. Ox-. 


ford; Archibald Henry Boyd, Esq., B.A. Oxford; John 
Cunliffe Pickersgill Cunliffe, Esq., B.A. Oxford ; William 
Charles Arlington Blew, Esq., M.A. Oxford; Robert Gray 
Cornish Mowbray, Esq., M.A. Oxford; Charles Agace 
Ferard, Esq., B.A. Oxford; George Cooper, Esq., B.A. 
Cambridge ; James Brooke Little, Esq., B.A. Oxfozd ; 
Richard Willis Jameson, Esq., B.A. Cambridge ; George 
James Banks, Keq., B.A. Cambridge; and Charles Alan 
Fyffe, Esq., M.A. Oxford. 

Mippis Tremptxe.—Joseph Charles Hughesdon, Esq. ; 
James Andus Allanson, Esq. ; Julius Wood Muir, Esq., of 
the University of Edinburgh, M.A.; Frederick Alleyn 
Broxholm, Esq., Cambridge, B.A.; Henry Lumley 
Matthews, Esqy., of Cambridge; Robert Hopkins Adame, 
Esq., Oxford, B.A. ; William Edward Gordon, Esq., Ox- 
ford, B.A.; Daniel Rankin Macalpin, Esq., of the Scotch 
Bar, and of the University of Edinburgh; Fielding 
Clarke, Esq., of the University of London; Angus George 
Milward M‘Intyre, Esq., of the University of London; 

eorge Le Mesurier Gretton, Hsq.; Henry Augustus 
Chichele Plowden, Esq.; Gilbert Stuart Henderson, Esq., 
of the University of Edinburgh, M.A. 

Gray’s-1nN.—William Thomas Waite, Hsq., “Holt” 
Scholar (1874). 





Leqislattan of the Meck. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
May 5.—Inisu Jupicature. 

The House went into committee on this Bill.—Several 
amendments, mostly verbal, were introduced.—The Bill, 
as amended, was subsequently reported to the House. 

Locat Government Provisional ORDERS. 

This Bill passed through committee. 

Tramways Orpers Conrrrmation (Bristot, &c.). 

This Bill was read a second time. 


University oF OxForD. 

This Bill was read a third time. 

On the motion that the Bill do pass, the Marquis of 
Satisspury moved that in clause 2 ‘‘ hall” should be de- 
fined as meaning one of the following halls, namely :—St. 
Mary’s Hall, St. Edmund’s Hall, St. Alban’s Hall, and 
New Inn Hall. 

At the end of clause 45 the following proviso was added : 
—‘* But where a statute of the commissioners for a college 
affects the University, the same shall not be subject to 
alteration under this section, except with the consent of 
the University.” 

The Marquis of SAtissury proposed the following new 
clause, to follow clause 46, relating to the government of 
colleges :—“ If at any time in a college the number of 
fellows, other than fellows holding an office in the college 
or in the university, exceeds one-third of the whole 
number of votes, the junior of the fellows not so holding 
office shall not be entitled to vote in the government of the 
college until the number of those fellows is reduced to 
oue-third, and so from time to time.” 

The Bill then passed. 


May 8.—Inisu Pzrrace. 

On the report of amendments in this Bill, Lord Incuiqurx 
rose to propose a new clause in lieu of clause 2, which was 
struck out in committee. The clause which he now sub- 
mitted would increase the number of Irish representative 
peers by two instead of four, as proposed by him originally. 
The clause provided that no election to make up the latter 
number should be held until the first vacancy among the 
existing representative peers ; it then went on to provide 
that no vacancy hereafter arising in any manner among the 
representative peers of Ireland should be supplied until 
there were three such vacancies ; and, lastly, it provided 
that at each election of representative peers for Ireland 
every peer qualified to vote should be entitled to three 
votes, which he might give to any one peer or might dis- 
tribute as he should think fit.—On a division the clause was 
rejected by 66 to 54. 

Lord Incu1quiN then proposed the addition of a clause to 
the effect that in cases in which a vacancy was created by 
the fact that an Irish representative peer had becomes an 
hereditary peer of the United Kingdom, the Lord Chancellor 
might issue his writ to fill up the vacancy so created.—The 
clause was withdrawn. 

The preamble of the Bill, having been amended, was then 
agreed to. 

Locat GoverNMENT Provistonat Orvers (No. 2). 

This Bill was read a second time. 

Locat Government Orpers (No. 3). 

This Bill was read a second time. 

May 9.—BurRiats. 

Earl Grey introduced a Bill to amend the law of 
burial in churchyards. 

Drvuacrine oF ANTMALS. 

The Marquis of HunTLEY moved the second reading of 
this Bill. He said its object was the punishment of ser- 
vants who administered poisonous drugs to animals, the 
property of their masters, without the knowledge of their 
masters.—The Bill was read a second time, 

IntsH PEERAGE. 
This Bill was read a third time and passed. 


HOUSE OF COMMONS. 
May 5.—Prer anp Harsour Orpers Conrimmarion (Atp- 
porovueH, &c.). 
This Bill passed through committee. 
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Catrix Disease (IRELAND), 

The House went into committee on this Bill, and tho 
first four clauses were agreed to, after which progress was 
reported. 

Convention Act. 

Mr. P. J. Smyra introduced a Bill for the repeal of the 
Act of the Parliament of Ireland, 33 Geo. 3, o. 29, com- 
monly called the Convention Act. 


May 8.—Mercuant Surppinec. 
The House went into committee on this Bill. 
Mr. PLIMSOLL moved the insertion of the following new 
| after clause 27 :—‘‘ In case any British ship has at 
any time been classed in the register of any society for 
the survey and classification of shipping, and the character 
or class of such ship has been expunged or withdrawn 
from such register by such society, or has expired, such 
ship shall thereupon be deemed to be an unsafo ship within 
the meaning of this Act. It shall bs the duty of the 
Board of Trade to cause every such unsafe ship, before 
being again sent to sea, to be surveyed, and, in case it 
appears necessary, to order that it shall be repaired,”— 
On a division the clause was rejected by 235 to 116. 

Mr. E. Smita moved the insertion of a clause to provide 
that a passenger certificate granted by the Board of Trade 
should render a second certificate under the passenger Acts 
unnecessary.—The clause was added to the Bill. 

Mr. Witson moved the insertion of a clause enabling 
British ships to render assistance in the way of 
salvage or towage to vessels in distress without being re- 
sponsible for possible injury inflicted upon the distressed 
vessels in the attempts to assistthem. Tae clause also laid 
down rules as to the mode in which claims for towage or 
salvage should be assessed, and, if necessary, recovered.— 
The clause was negatived. 

Mr. Priwsott moved a new clause, relating to danger 
and distress signals at night, which required all British ships 
to carry two or more distress signal-lights. which stould be 
self-igniting in water and inextinguishable by wind and 
water, and showing an intensely brilliant light for at least 
thirty minutes, and visible for six nautical miles; and also 
requiring such ships to carry three or more life-buoy rescue 
lights.—The clause was withdrawn. 

Mr. Down1nc moved a clause enabling the Board of Trade, 
with a view to the prompt and uniform adjudication upon 
cases connected with merchant shipping in respect of 
which the local magistrate exercised a summary jurisdic- 
tion, to require the appointment at any harbour or port of 
call in the United Kingdom of a resident magistrate.— 
The clause was withdrawn. 

Mr. Gorst moved a clause amending the present law on 
desertion and kindred offences and relating to the power of 
arrest in cases of desertion.—The clause was withdrawn. 

Mr. PLmmMsoLt moved a clause providing that it should 
be the duty of our consular agents at any port to prevent 
the shipping of any grain cargo or deck cargo, or 
the loading of any British ship, contrary to the pro- 
visions cf the Act; authorizing consuls and persons 
employed by them to go on board and inspect such 
ships, and to withhold the ship’s papers until the Act was 
complied witb.—The clause was withdrawn. 

Mr. Prrusort moved another clause providing for the 
survey of provisions and medicines put on board for seamen 
as in the case of emigrante.—On a division the clause was 
—= by 114 to 67. 

r. Ratnpowz moved a new clause empowering her 
Majesty, by Order in Council, to apply certain provisions of 
the Bill to foreign ships.—The clause was agreed to. 

The schedule of the BilJ, as verbally amended, was 
agreed to, and the Bill then passed through committee. 


Inp1an LEeGIsLation. 

On the order of the day for going into committee on this 
Bill, Lord G. Hamitton said it would, perhaps, be for the 
convenience of the House if he were now to state what 
course the Government intended to adopt with reference to 
this Bill. The only object of this Biil was to strengthen 
and confirm the powers of the Legislative Council of the 
Governor-General of India. Since this Bill had been befora 
the House certain doubts as to the position of the Council 
had arisen in India, which would require further reference 
to and communication with the Indian Government before 
they could be finally settled. Pending the settlement of 
these matters it would not be to ask Parliament to 
increase the powers of the Legislative Council, and he would, 





‘| been left. 





therefore, move that the order be discharged.—The Bill was 
withdrawn. 
Cuetsgea Hosrrrat Accounts. 
This Bill passed through committee. 


Pootsec LicHTHOUSE. 
This Bill was read a third time and pissed. 


Prer anv Harsour Orpers Conrirmation (ALDBonovGH, 


C.). 
This Bill was read a third time and pissed. 


May 9.—Merroprotitan Gas Companies. 
This Bill was read a second time. 


Cuetsza Hospirat Accounts. 
This Bill was read a third time. 


Mounicrpat Priviteces (IRELanp). 
The House went into committee upon this Bill. 
Clauses 10 and 11 were negatived, and the rest of the Bil§ 
was agreed to. 
May 10.— Barristers’ Fes. 
Mr. Norwoop movei the second reading of this Bill.—- 
On a division the Bill was rejected by 237 to 130. 


INDUSTRIAL AND ProvipENT Socterigs. 
This Bill passed through committee. 








THE IRISH JUDICATURE BILL. 


In the Court of Appeal at Dublin, on Monday last, Lord 
Justice Christian said :— 

The effect of the 42nd cause of the Bill wonld 
be that the discretion of the judge of the Landed 
Estates Court to send cases to the Court of Chare2ry 
would cease to exist, for the judges of that conrt 
must in future decide every question, however special 
or contentious the equities. Who had asked for that? 
Had any complaint been made of the division of labour be- 
tween the Landed Estates Court and the Court of Chancerv, 
which should still be the firet and chief court to decide ques- 
tions of law ? He wondered whether Lord Cairns, who was 
the sponsor of the Bill, had any idea of the relative positiors 
of the Landed Estates Court and the Court of Chancery in Ire- 
land. He referred to the casesof C. oker v. Croker, Sankey v. 
Alezander, and Eastwood v. Lastwood, which had cone 
from the Landed Estates Court, and were among the most im- 
portant that had occupied the Court of Appeal for a quarter 
ofacentury. He had been endeavouring to imagine what 
was the motive for the 42nd clause. Could it be (he almost 
shrank from the suggestion) to create a justification for keep- 
ing up two sets of Landed Estates Courts instead of abolish- 
ing both and putting a Vice-Chancellor in their 
place, as ought t» have been done. The clause 
was mysterious in its origin, and its tendency was 
disastrous. Neck and neck with th2 Judicature Bill there was 
another Bill. While the former attacked the Court of Chance:y 
at the top, the equity clauses of the Civil Bill Courts Bill attacked 
it at the bottom, taking away psrsonalty to the extent of 
£500 and real estate to the value of £30 a year, and trant- 
ferring all questions concerning them to the assistan'- 
barristers. If all the larger cases were shorn at the top and 
the smaller ones at the bottom, what would remain for the 
Court of Chancery? He should have thought that tbe 
object of a law reformer desirous of maintainin 
the reputation and existence of the Irish Court © 
Chancery would have been, if not to restore to it to the 
ancient juriediction which the Landed Estates 
Court and Bankruptcy Court had taken from 
it, at any rate to keep centralized the remnant which had 
Instead of that, they saw more and more of the 
fatal policy of dispersion and scattering work by handfuls 
among the multitudes of small tribunals whose origin was 
comparatively new-fangled, 

The Lord Chancellor declined to express any 
opinion as to whether the intended legislation was wise or un- 
wise. He could only say it would be deciv'ed by the Legis- 
lature and then they must make the best of it. The measure 
had been before Houses in which were the greatest law- 
yers of the country, and one ex-Lord Chancellor for this 
country who had approved of the clauses. 

The Lord Justice of Appeal replied that the interests of 
the public and of the bar were absolutely unrepresented im 
the House of Lords, It remained to be seen whether they were 
represented in the other House. 
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COUNTY COURT JUDGES AS SPECIAL 
REFEREES. . 


‘On Tuesday last at the Bradford County Court, 
the judye (Mr. Daniel, Q.C.) said that he wished to 
refer to a matter which he considered to be of importance to 
the suitors of that court—a matter arising out of the pro- 
visions of the Judicature Acts. He had lately been ed 
‘upon to act as a special referee under an order made in the 
Chancery Division of the High Court by the Master of the 
Rolls. The order was made out to him as judge of the 
Skipton County Court, and the effect of the order was to 
call upon him, in the character of special referee, to decide 
important questions of law and fact which were involved in 
a cause which was in the Chancery Division of the High 
Court. Of course it was his duty, as far as lay in his 
power, to give effect tothe order,and he had endeavoured 
to do so. But he found it necessary, in order to 
discharge the duty properly, to consider the pro- 
visions of the Judicature Acts with reference to the 
matter, or rather, he should say, with reference 
to the authority of the High Court to order proceedings 
taken in the Chancery Division to be heard and disposed of by a 
county court judge as special referee, There might be, and 
he had no doubt there were, cases under the improved ad- 
ministration of justice which was provided by the Judicature 
Acts in which suitors in humble life found it to their in- 
terest to raise questions involving perhaps an amount of prop- 
erty which would not bear the burden of the costs of proceed- 
ing in the High Court in its improved condition, but yet were 
questions of importance. The case he referred to was one of 
that description. He had pointed out a course to the parties 
which he thought it would be to their mutual benefit to adopt; 
but he mentioned the question because it seemed to him to 
involve a very important point, as regarded the power of the 
High Court to make the judge of the inferior jurisdiction 
available for the purpose of discharging the duties of a special 
referee. He did not look with a jealous eye on orders 
which came down from the High Court, but it did 
seem necessary in that early stage of the working of the 
Judicature Acts to make reference to the point. The Judi- 
cature Act, 1873, was guardedly jealous of the interests of 
suitors in not extending the jurisdiction of the county 
‘courts. [t was considered vital to the interests of suitors 
that they should have the protection of that superior law 
and superior administration which were secured to them 
in the superior courts. Therefore the Judicature Act was 
jealously framed in the interest of suitors to protect them 
against the consequences of inferior law in inferior courts. 
The 67th section of the Judicature Act limited the power 
of the High Court in sending cases to the county court 
under the provisions of the County Court Amendment Act 
of 1867. That related to what they used to call common- 
law actions. The 89th section of the Judicature Act secured 
to inferior courts the exercise of the same jurisdiction 
with the same limit which inferior courts possessed 
in matters that they used to call equity. There was no 
power in the Judicature Act for any judge of any division 
of the High Court to send to the county court any case 
that could not have been sent to the county court under 
previous legislation, He had—inspired probably by a 
vain ambition—been desirous that the jurisdiction of the 
county courts should be extended, and he had always been 
most ready and anxious to exercise any jurisdiction which 
the judges of the superior coarts should send to him to 
exercise as a judge subject to all the consequences 
which resulted from the exercise of jurisdiction as a 
judge. The particular case to which he had referred, 
which had been sent to him by the Chancery Division of 
the High Court, was not within the jurisdiction of the 
county court. It had been sent to him under the 57th 
‘section of the Judicature Act. The order in question left 
to him both matters of fact andlaw. He had suggested a 
mode of settling the dispute as a neighbour of the parties 
simply, bat as a special referee under r. 20 of ord. 36 it 
‘would have been his duty to sit from day to day to hear 
the case through, He found that there were numbers of 
‘witnesses in the case, and in fact he could not sit from day 
today. He bad therefore come to the conclusion that the 
‘order was not such as he could carry out effectually, and 
he thought it was not such an order as the Act of Parlia- 
ment intended. He said that because he did not think 
that the Judicature Act ever intended to transfer to county 





court judges, as special referees, any matter in which 
the county court had not jurisdiction. That would 
be transferring to the inferior courts, or rather to the 
judges of those courts, in their character as special referees, 
@ jurisdiction far beyond anything which, as county court 
judges, they had hitherto exercised, and this he believed 
county court judges would find themselves incompetent te 
exercise. He believed the case to which he had referred 
was the manifestation of a desire on the part of suitors 
and their responsible advisers to have the benefit of local 
administration through local courts in matters beyond 
those with which local courts had hitherto been intrusted 
with jurisdiction. He believed there were many cases in 
which parties had important interests to litigate, in respect 
to which they desired to have the adjudication of a com- 
petent local court, subject, of course, to appeal, but which 
were required to be taken to the chancery division of the 
High Court at a cost which was to the poor man either a 
denial of justice, or if there was a wealthy man on one 
side and a poor man on the other it might lead to oppres- 
sion, His desire was that county courts should be raised 
so that the judges might exercise, as judges whatever juris- 
diction was sent to them, without being called upon to act 
as inferior officers of the High Court. 





MR. NORWOOD'S BILL. 


A wRrITER in the Pall Mall Gazette for Wednes¢ay. last pre- 
sents the following view of the questions raised in the de- 
bate on this Bill :—‘* It is easy to represent the resistance 
offered last night to Mr. Norwood’s Barristers’ and Advocates’ 
Feos Bill as the mere expression of narrow professional pre- 
judice, and as nothing more than an illustration of the ten- 
dency of a guild to mistake the artificial rales of its ‘ mystery ’ 
for the eternal laws of nature founded on the fitness of things. 
And no doubt the somewhat overstrained solemnity with 
which the probable consequences of Mr. Norwood’s Bill were 
denounced by{certain of its opponents affords an opening to a 
good deal ef cheap satire. Those, however, who can resist the 
temptation to indulge in the obvious sarcasms which thus 
suggest themselves, and who can give to the question the 
serious consideration which it deserves, will hesitate to 
Gismiss the debate of last night with a few criti- 
cisms of this superficial sort. The change which the Bill 
would have introduced into the relations between 
barrister and client may, or may not, be fraught with all the 
miscbief which the Attorney-General and others detected in 
it; but it is at least beyond dispute that it would bea change 
of the first magnitude and importance, and that it is hardly 
possible for any one to predict all the consequences which 
might flow from it. It 1s absurd to defend the proposal that 
barristers should be liable to actions at the suit of clients for 

miscondact of their cases, on the ground that it would merely 
assimilate the conditions of their business to those of other 
skilled professions, the practitioners of which are subject to a 
similar _Jiability. The assumed analogy does not 
hold good; and nothing could make it good in view 
of the impossibility of framing a complete code of 
professional rules applicable to the infinite variety of 
circumstances out of which litigation srises. To compare 
a barrister undertaking the conduct of a cause to an en- 
gine-maker entering into a contract to supply the engines 
ofa ship is to miss the first and most obvious of the dis- 
tinctiong between an art which works upon fixed principles, 
and with full control of all the conditions essential to suc- 
cess, and an art which is neither assisted by the one nor 
can command the other. How can it be contended that 
the tactics proper to be adopted by an advocate under & 
given set of circamstances are capable of the same sort of 
exact ascertainment as the mechanical rules which govern 
the construction of the engines of a steamship? And how 
can the position of a worker who has the free selection of 
his materials, and is justly liable for the consequences of 
selecting them ill, be compared with that of the advocate, 
who must use materials—miserably defective as they often 
are—supplied to him by his clients, and do the best 
with them that he can? When engine-makers make 
engines with iron and steel and bolts and rivets se- 

lected for them by owners of steamships, and it is 
then proposed to make them liable to their employers if a 
wheel breaks or a boiler bursts a little sooner than might 
have been expected, it will be time enough to talk of 
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subjecting barristers to what is in its essence an exactly 
equivalent responsibility. Nor does the case of the surgeon 
called in to attend a patient approach much nearer to 
fulfilling the conditions of an analogy. Here, again, there 
are certain well-ascertained principles of his art which the 
expert may know, and may therefore be held bound to know, 
and which if he follow with a certain tolerably well-defined 
average of skill, he is practically protected from legal con- 
sequences should his treatment of his patient have an un- 
successful result. In both these cases it would be—and, 
indeed, experience has shown that it is in fact—possible for 
a legal tribunal to say, with the assistance of expert evidence, 
whether the person who has undertaken the particular duty 
is reasonably qualified to perform it, and has exercised 
reasonable skill in its performance. How could this be 
done, or what tribunal would undertake to do it, in the 
ease of a barrister? How much allowance would have to 
be made for the intrinsic badness of the lost cause, and 
how much of the failure to be credited to the unskilfulness 
of the advocate? Is he always to be held liable when he 
departs from his instractions with the result of losing a 
cause? And, if so, ought he, on the other hand, to be 
held liable for adhering to instructions the inaccuracy or 
inadequacy of which has become manifest in the course of 
the proceedings? And in that case who is to say when 
and under what circumstances a counsel is to take one or 
the other of these opposing courses? It is manifestly 
impossible to subject a business for the efficient practice 
of which the widest discretion is essential to the rules and 
liabilities applicable and attaching to. businesses in 
which discretion is indefinitely limited. The result 
of making such an attempt could only be to alter, 
in a manner by no means conducive either to the interests 
of suitors or to those of public justice, the mode in which 
the business of forensic advocacy is at present carried on. 
The barrister engaged in an important cause could then 
protect himself in no other way (even if he could in that) 
than by adhering with servile fidelity to the instructions of 
his solicitor ; the consequence of which would be that a 
theory of a client’s case, founded often upon an insufficient 
— with the strength of that case, and very often, 
indeed, upon an imperfect knowledge of the weak points of 
the case on the other side, would be the theory which must 


and if they hesitate to apply it the presumption 
is that they prefer the evil to the remedy. If Mr, 
Norwood’s Bill became law, we fail to see how it could 
operate to protect suitors except in the very rare cases in 
which there has been an actual breach of an implied contract, 
It cannot make their contracts less onerous; legislation did 
not create and cannot remove the burden of these, which is, 
in fact, the creation of economical conditions over which 
legislation has no power. If an eminent counsel can at 
present exact certain fees fur the mere use of his name, and 
with an express reservation on his part against being ne. 
cessarily oiied upon to do any work, it follows that he could 
exact higher fees if his retainer brought with it an express 
or implied obligation to do work for his money. Mr. Nor. 
wood’s Bill, if it were to pass, could do no more than 
substitute the second form of contract and the higher fee for 
the first form of contract and the lower. And, considering 
the total reversal of the present relations between barrister 
and clent which it would involve, we may perhaps be 
excused for doubting whether the gain counterbalances the 
risk,” 
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PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


May 12, 1876. 
GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 


3 per Cent. Consols, 964 Annuitias, April, 85, 0} 

Ditto for Account, June 1, 963 | Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1408 

Do 3 per Cent. Reduced, 945 Ex Billa, £21000, 24 perCt 12 pm. 
New 8 per Cent., 947 Ditto, £500, Do, 12 pm. 

Do. 34 perCent., Jan, 44 Ditto, 2100 & £200, 12 pm. 

Do, 24 per Cont., Jan. 794 Bank of England Stoo. — per 
Oo. 5 per Cent., Jan. ’73 Ct. (last half-year), 253 
Annuities, Jan, ’80 — Ditte for Account, 


INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES. 
Ditto 5 per Cent., July, ’#0, 107 Ditto,54 per Cnt., May,’79, 89% 
Ditto for Account, — Ditto Debentures, 4 per Cente, 
Ditto 4 per Ceat., Oct. "88, 1025 April, '64 
Ditto, ditto, Certificates — Do.Do,5 per Cent, , Aug. 73 
Ditto Enfaced Ppr.,4 per Cent.85 | Do. Honds, 4 per Cent. £1000 
2ad nf. Pr., 5 per C., Jan,’72 Ditto, ditto, under £1000 


RAILWAY STOOK,. 





prevail throughout the whole proceedings, and to the establish- 
ment of which all the efforts of bis counsel would be per- 
verted. It would certainly require a more serious and a more 
widely-felt grievance than any which Mr. Norwood was 
able to allege to justify so revolutionary a change as 
this, and Mr. Hardy’s description of the Bill as ‘a large 
measure to meet a small evil’ strikes us as perfectly ac- 
curate. It is not suggested that clients are suffering far and 
wide from the unskilfulness of the barristers to whom they 
intrust their cases ; the real complaint is that they do not 
get the benefit of that skill for which they have paid. 
Eminent counsel, it is complained, take more briefs than 
they can possibly attend to, and the client has to pay heavy 
fees to distinguished barristers for allowing their juniors te 
conduct cases by their own unassisted efforts. We do not 
believe, however, that the cases are at all numerous in which 
any injury, in that strict legal sense of the word which pre- 
supposes the unwillineness of the sufferer, is inflic 

suitors in this way. Eminent counsel who are retained’uyon 
the full understanding that they are to appear and con 

the case for which they are engaged, and who then a 
themselves altogether and keep their fees, are, 

are persuaded, the very rare exceptions to| the 
general rule; though we have little doubt |that 
eminent counsel wno are retained without any 
such understanding, and who do not, in fact, appear, 
are common enough. But in this case the client 
is @ consenting party, and suffers no injury. 
The fee is paid, primarily at least. to the distinguished ad- 
vocate, not to open his mouth, but to shut it. He is retained 
in order to make a certainty of silencing bis voice on behalf 
of the other side, and in the further hope that if bis numer- 
ous ergagements will permit him he will use his voice and 
professional skill on behalf of the suitor retaining him, The 
instances of counsel being actually retained in face of 
their protestations that they will not be able to appear 
sufficiently indicate the extent to which this practice is 
carried, and though this is doubtlees a highly extravagant 
mode of prisecuting a litigation, we do not see how F 
Norwood’s legislation could put a to it. Suitors 
and solicitors have the remedy in ir own hands, 
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Money Marker Anp City INTELLIGENCE. 

The Bank rate still remains at 2 per cent. In the foreign 
market prices have been firmer, fd coor all stocks show 
a slight rise; Egyptians especially have improved on the 
announcement of the consolidation of the debt. The home 
railways have are | all improved, those shares which fell 
the most last week having experienced a considerable rise. 
Consols close at 964 for money and account. 

The thirtieth annual general meeting of the London and 
Provincial Law Assurance Society was held oa Wednesday, 
the 29th ult. The report, which was adopted, stated that 
the premium income for the year (less re-assurances) 
amounted to £80,585, and the total funds amounted to 
£748,070, which were invested at an average rate of 
interest of £4 188. ld. percent. per annum, Kk. Curling 
and A. 8, Helps, Exqs., were elected directors, and A. Day, 
Esq., was elected auditor. 
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BIRTHS. 

» Brown—May 4, at the Royal Bank House, Maybole, N.B., the 

wife of David Brown, solicitor, of Fos vt tag o , 
Du BovLay—March 12, at Sea View, Geralton, Australia, the 

wife of Arthur Houssemaigne Du Boulay, barrister-at-law, 
of a son, who died soon after his birth. 

“Harpwicx—April 12, at Glevum House, Littlehampton, the 
wife of E. Faunce Hardwick, solicitor, of a son. 





LONDON GAZETTES. 


Winding up of Joint Stock Companies, 
Faipay, May 5, 1876. 
UNLIMITED IN CHaNnceRY. 

London and Eastern Banking Corporation.—V.C. Bacon has, by an 
order dated March 22, appointed John Ball, Moorgate st, sole official 
manager. 

LimITEp in Cuancery. 

Athlone Brick and Tile Company, Limited,—By an order made by 
V.C, Malins, dated April 28, it was ordered that the above company 
be wound up. Heritage, Nicholas lane, solicitor for the petitioner. 

Civil, Military, Navy, and Clergy Supply Association, Limited.—By an 
order made by the M.R., dated April 29, it was ordered that the 
voluntary winding up of the above association becontinued. Lowe, 
Tudor st, solicitor for the petisi 

Hockley Hall Collieries, Limited.—By an order made by V.C. Malins, 
dated April 28, it was ordered that the above company shou!d be 
wound np. Greenfield, Lancaster place, Strand, agent for Leech, 
Derby, solicitor for the petitioners. 

L’Etoile Francaise, Limited.—By an order made by V.C. Malins, dated 
an 28, it was ordered that the above company be wouud up 

eritage, Nicholas lane, solicitor for the petitioners. ° 

Oriental Telegram Agency, Limited.—Petition for winding up, pre- 
sented May 2, directed io be heard before the M.R. on Saturday, 
May 13, Webb, Queen Victoria st, s licitor for the petitioners, 

Victoria and Fenton Park Colliery Company, Limited.—Petition for 

ding up, presented April 6, directed to be heard before V.C, 
Bacon on May 13. Milne and Co, Harcourt buildings, Temple, 
agents for Payne and Galloway, Manchester, solicitors for the peti- 


Tuxspay, May 9, 1876. 
UNLIMITED 1s CHANCERY. 

Bodmin Railway Company.—8By an order made by V.O. Hall, dated 
April 28, it was ordered that the above company be wound up. Wil- 
kinson, Lincoln’s inn fields, solicitor for the petitioners. 

Liwtrep In CHaNncerr. 

Anglo-Continental Steam Ship Company, Limited.—By an order made 
by V.C. Hall, it was ertered that the above company be wound up. 
Satchel and Chapple, Queen st, Cheapside, solicitors for the peti- 

ers, 

Central Swedish Iron and Steel Company, Limited.—By an order made 
by V.C. Malins, dated April 28, it was ordered that the voluntary 
winding up of the above pany be inued. Merrick and Co, 
Dove court, Old Jewry, solicitors tor the petitioner. 

London Charcoal Iron Company, Limited. -- By an order made by V.C. 
Hall, ¢ated April 28, it was ordered that the above company be 
wound up. Duignan and Smiles, Bedford row, solicitors for the 
petitioner. 

Silkstone Fall Colliery Company, Limited.—By an order made by the 
Court cf Appeal, dated May 1, it was ordered that the voluntary 
winding up of the above company be continued. 3neli, George st, 
Mansion House, solicitor for the appellants. 

Southsea Floral Hall and Aquarium Company, Limited.~ By an order 
made by the M.R.. dated April 29, it was ordered that the above 
ene be wound up. Edmands, Poultry, solicitor for the peti- 

joners. 








County Paatine or LANcasTsr, 
Askton-under-Lyne Permanent £10 Money Club and Loan Society.— 
Petition for windivg up, presented May 5, directed to be heard before 
the V.0. on May 23. Toy and'Broudbent, Ashtun-under-Lyne, soli- 
citors tor the petitioaers. 


Friendly Societies Dissolved. 
Fripay, May 5, 1876. 
Ark of Safety Division, Sons of Temperance Bensfit Society, Cave st, 
Portland square, Bristol. May 3 


Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Fripay, April 14, 1876, 

Beauclerk, Charles Robert, Victoria st, Westminster, Esq. May 15. 
Johnscn v Beauclerk, V.C. Hull. Master, Southampton buildings, 
Chancery lane 

Cotterill, Ann, Alstone, Gloucester. May 20, Whitehead v Cotterill, 
V.C. Hall. Riddiford, Gloucester 

Gates, George, Lee, Kent, Esq. May 10. Meyor v Gates, V.C. Malins. 
Bristow, Greenwich 

Lautour, Caroline, Hexton, Hertford. May 12, Walshe v Young, 
M.R. Harrison, Bedford row 

Monck, Henry, Landport, Hants. May 13, Monck v Monck, 
V.C,. Hall. Marshall, Portsmouth 

Pearce, Joseph Rovert, Cornhill, Cutler, May 8. Pearce v Pearce, 
V.C. Bacon. Lette, Bartiett’s buildings 

Richardson, Jane, Princes st, Hanover square, Licensed Victualler, 
May 22, Richardson v Richardson, V.C, Hail. Tebos and Sons, 
Knight Rider st, Doctors’ commons 

Richardson, John, Princes st, Hanover square, Licensed Victualler, 
May 22. Richardson v Richardson, V.v. Hall. Tebbs and Sons, 
Knight Rider st, Doctors’ commons 

Rowlends, Charles, Selford, Lancashirs, Berseller, May 25, Brass- 
ington v Rowlands, V.C, Hall. Bowden, Manchester 

Bearancke, Lucy, Leamington Priors, Warwick. Mon 15. Butler ¥ 
Newbould, V.C. Hull. Newbould and Gould, Shefiel 





Saunders, Elizabeth Martha, Devonshire rd, Holloway, May 15. 
Atwell vy The School for the Indigent Blind, V.C. Hail. Boulton, 
*__ Northampton square 
Williams, Rev. John, Brighton, Sussex. May 15. Gibbes y Maund, 
V.C. Malins. Harding, Raymond buildings, Gray’sinn - 
TugspayY, April 18, 1876, 
— John, Modbury, Devon, Esq. Nov t. Harris v Andrews, 


R- 
Hammet, Adolphus Atholl, Craven hill, Bayswater, Esq. May 22. 
Hill v Gurney, V.C. Hail. Druce aad Co, Billiter square 
ierbert, Thomas, Lechlade, Gloucester. May 10. Herbert v Barton, 
V.C. Hall. Sewell, Cirencester 
Howard, Charles, Liverpool, Gent. May 15. Hill ¥ Howard, V.C. 
Bacon. Holden, Staple ion 
Mitchell, James, Altrincham, Cheshire, Tailor, May 29. Mitchell v 
Mitchell, M.R. Boote and Edgar, Manchester 
Shalders, Richard, Grosvenor st, Stepney, Builder. May 2!. Shalders 
v Sbalders, V.C. Hail. Mott, Paternoster row 
Wood, John William, Oxford, Ceok. May 15. Mardon v W ood, V.C. 
Malins, Pritchard, Bristol 
Haigh, Joseph, Hall ey nem ag yo May 22. Haigh 
h, Joseph, Hall Ing, y, York, v 
Haigh, V.C. Hall. Learoyd, Huddersfield 
Hunt, George, Denby, Derby, Yeoman. May 13. Hunt vy Hant, V.C. 
Hall, Wheatcrofs, Belper 
Fripay, April 28, 1876. 
m, Buckingham villas, Notting hill, Builder. June 3. 
Cowlasd, V.C. Hall. Roy and ty bury 
Batey, William, Ki d rd, Ginger Beer Manufacturer. May 29. 
Bevington v Batey, M.R. Beard, Basinghall st 
Togspay, May 2, 1876. 
Balfour, Charles, St James's st, Wine Merchant, May 30. Ardmillan 
v Baltour, M.R. Vallance, Essex st, Strand 
Burdett, John Henry, Bishopsgate st within, Carpet Warehouseman. 
May 20. burdett v Bailey, V.C, Ma'ins. Byfield, St Helen’s place 
Frith, Samuel, Whatcroft, Caeshire, Farmer. May 29, Frith v Frith, 
M.R. Fletcher, Northwich 
Fryer, William, Somersham, Huntingdon, Solicitor. May 20. Gordon 
v Fryer, M.R, Scott, College hill, Cannon st 
Gooch, George, St Albans, Herts, Gunsmith. May 31. Geoch v 
Cox, V.C. Malins. Miles, King Edward st 
Howard, Charles, Liverpool, Gent. May 15. Hill v Howard, V.C. 
Bacon. Holden, Staple inn 
Lee, William, Shetfield, Grinder. July 3. Morris v Corker, M.R. 
Sa!mon, Henry, Windsor, Captain 75th Foot. June 1. Salmon v 
Mayhew, V.C. Malins. Salmon, Great George st, Westminster 


Greditors under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Fauway, May 5, 1876. 
Baldwin, Helen Jane, Teddiugton, Middiesex. Junel. Swinburne 
and Parker, Bedford row 
Berwick, Thomas, Maypole, Kingsnorton, Worcester, Veterinary Sur- 
geon. July 1. Simcox, Birmingham 
Bird, Rev James Wailer, Fouisham Rectory, Norfolk. June 24. Beau- 
champ, Dowgate hill 
Bishop, William, Stroad, Gloucester, Gent. June 3. Stephens, Stroud 
Bray, George, Royal rd, Keunington park, Commission Agent, June 
3. Ciutton and Haines, Serjeants’ inn, Fleet st 
Brealey, Mary Aon, Kltnam, Keot. June7. Cobb, Lincola’sinn 


fields 

Darton, William Henry, Preston, Hertford, Esq. June 10. Wade, 
Hitehia 

Davenport, William, Macclesfield, York, Trimming Manufacturer. 
July 4. Barclay and H » Macclesfield 

Dixon, Ambrose, Chester, Banker. Juve 24. Potts and Roberts, 


Chester 

Dodd, John, Portswood, Hants, Esq. June 29. Hume and Co, Great 
James st, Bedford row 

Elliott, Georze, Brighton, Sussex, Glass Mershant. June24. Black 
and Co, Brignt.n : 

Franks, Ann, birmiogham. June 17, Beale and Co, Birmiogham 

Garthorne, Walter Robert John, Hight st, Putney, Gent. June 7. 
Lydali, Southampton buildings, Chancery lane 

Gibson, Kinghoru Wilsoa, Newcastie-uyon-Tyne. June 3. Hopper 
Newvastle-upon-Tyue 

Grainger, Mary, Clitton, York. June l. Rassell, York 

Hammond, Richard, Frensham, Surrey, Yeoman. June24. Roker, 
Godalming 

Ilarris, Emma, Bath, Somerset. June 24. Simmons and Clark, Bath 

Hatchett, Juha, Brompton rd, Grocer. July 2. Clapham and Fitch, 
Bishopgate without 

Hudson, Juhn, Kingston-upoa-Hull, Esq. Augil. Holdea and Co, 
Hult 

Lee, Rev Thomas Fauikner, Thorndoa, Suffolk. Junel. Darlington 
and Sons, Wigan 

Litehfield, Robert William, Ne weastle-under-Lyme, Stafford, Solicitor. 
Junel, Turner, Newcastie-under-Lyme 

Lloyd, Bridgetta Dorochea, Plasyracre, Bala, Merioneth. June 9. 
Griffith, Holyhead ; 

Maurice, Sarah Alicia, Liverpool, June 9. Griffith, Hoiyhead 

Medcalf, Hannah, Puckeridge, Hertford. May 15. Stoneham and 
Lexge, Philpot lave 

Moppett, Samuel, Laughton, Sussex, Brick Maker, July3. Hillman,. 


Lewes 

Parkes, George, Tyseley, Worcester, Farmer. July. Simcox, Bir- 
mingham 

pans'her Charles, Wayford, S»merset. June24, Budge, Crew- 


kerne 

Ripley, William Richard, Lincola’s inn fields, Esq. Junel?, Pyke 
and Co, Lincolu’s inn telds 

Bmith, Joseph, Hastings, Sussex, Yeoman, July 20. Meadows and 
Elliott, Hastings 

Trumper, — Burnham, Backinghaw, Farmer, July. Darviil 
and Co, Windsor 

Trafford, Rodert John, Lincoln, Innkeeper. June 24. Ward, Linccla 

Williams, Thomas Peers, Temple Borks, Esq. June 24. Pawie 
and Co, New ina 
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TurspaY, May 9, 1876. 
Allen, Theophilus, Barnstaple, Devon, Retired Painter. July 1. Pal- 


mer le 
Barker, George, Longton, Stafford, China Manufacturer. June 9. 
Robinsons, Longton 
— , — Orrell, Lancashire, Gent. June6. Haigh and Son, 


Sunad, haloes, Longton, Stafford, Gent. July6. Hawley, Longton 
Calvert, Sophia, Harpenden, Hertford. June 15. Western and Sons, 
Essex st, Strand fi 
Casper, Jacob, Cheetham, Manchester, Tailor. June 14, Needham 
and €o, Manchester 
Cole, Hannah Maria, Burslem, Stafford. 
Ackrill, Tunstall 
~Comer, Jane, Clifton, Bristol. June 19. Fry and Co, Bristol 
Cronch, James, sen, Dalliogton, Sussex, Farmer. Augil. Sheppard, 


Battle 
Dipple, George, Stoke Prior, Worcester, Gent. July 1. Sanders, Broms- 
” Fox, Charlotte, Mascalls, Essex. June 24, Turner, Sackville st, Pic- 


y 
- Goodyear, George Edward, Adam st, Adelphi, Barrister-at-Law. June 
30. Turner, King st, Cheapside 
Howell, James, Mare st, Hackney, Gent. June 30. Vizard and Co, 
Lincoln’sinn fields 
Hull, Frederic Shepard, Liverpool, Gent. Aug 4. Hull and Co, 


Liverpool 
Isaacs, Elien, Manchester. Jane 20. Horner, Manchester 
Jesper, Samuel, sen, Macclesfield, Cheshire, Woollen Draper. 
and, Macclesfield 
Jones, George, Swansea, Gent. June 30. Barker, Carmarthen 
Knox, Thomas, Tynemouth, Northumberland, Ship Owner. June 20. 
Tinley and Co, North Shields 
Lund, Frederick, Munich, Bavaria, Gent. June 10. Ware and Hawes, 
Great Winchester st buildings 
Lyon, Blanche Augusta Lennox, Clifton, Bristel. June 30. Vizard 
and Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Parker, Henry, Styrrup, Nottingham, Farmer. July 6. 
Rotherham 
ra Elizabeth, Brighton, Sussex. Aug 4. Carr, St Mildred’s court, 
oultry 
Peach, Jonathan, Winterborne Steepleton, Dorset, Yeoman. 
Symonds and Son, Dorchester - 
Phillips, Joseph Brooks, Liverpool, Gent. June 24, 
if 


Goffey, Liver- 
poo 
Prior, John Woods, Chichester, Woolstapler. Sow ton, 
Chichester 
Rixon, Mary Ann, Bexley Heath, Kent. June 13. Farnfield and Samp- 
son, Queen Victoria st 
Rutherford, Robert, Monkwearmouth, Durham, House Proprietor. 
June 30. Kidson and Co, Sunderland 
Ryves, George Frederick, Weymouth, Dorset, Esq. June 9. Johns and 
Traill, Blaudford 
St Leonards, Right Hon Edward Burtenshaw, Baron, Thames Ditton, 
irrey. July 1. Trollope and Winckworth, Abingdon st, West- 
minster 
Satton, William, Wyke Regis, Dorset, Yeoman. Jane 29, Tizard and 
‘ze, Meicombe Regis 
Thompson, Rev Kobert, Carlton, York. Aug il. Walker, York 
Vaughan, Rev Thomas Charles, Castlecarrock, Cumberland, June 17, 
Donaié, Carlisle 
Whitehead, Peter, Hoime, York, Farmer. Augl. Walker, York 
Williams, James, Birmingham, Builder. Aug 10. Cottreii, Birming- 


June 1. Llewellyn and 


Jaly 5. 


Popplewell, 
June 24. 


June 24, 


Wookey, Thomas Elkanah, Bristol, Warehouseman. July 13. Plum- 
mer, Bristol 
Bankrupts. 
Fripay, Mayj5, 1876. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 
Desjardin, Paul Augustus, Swakeley terrace, Mayland rd, Shepherd’s 
buch, Physician. Yet May1. Keene. May 15 at 12 
Howard, Charies William, Aldgate High st, Carrier. Pet April 28, 
Keene. May 15 at 11 
Simmons, Samuel, Oid Kent rd, Furrier. Pet May4. Pepys. May 17 
atil 
Thornton, George Maddox, Monkwell st, Warelousemao. 
ham. May 17 at2 
“Young, Francis, Stanley st, Pimlico, Mercantile Clerk. Pet May 3. 
Spring-Rice. May J6 at iz 
To surrender in the Country. 
Cack,C H , Kingston-ov-Thames, Eurrey, Civil Service Clerk, 
Pet April 27. Beil. Kingston, May 16 at 4 
Dants, Semuel Hooper, Westoz, Cheshire. Pet May 2. Wason, Birken- 
head, May 19 at 12 
Horton, George, Gainsborough, Linco'n, Joiner. Pet May 3. Uppleby. 
Lincoln, May 17 at 11 
Jeffreys, Alfred Henry, Southampton, Printer. Pet April 25, Walker. 
Souttampton, May 19 at 12 
‘Levene. Solomon, Cardiff, Glamorgan, Outfitter. Pet May 1. Langley, 
Cardiff, May 24 at 2 
Michael, James, Handsworth, Stafford, Jewellery Factor. Pet May 1. 
Parry. Birmingham, May 17 at 3 
Sawbridge, Charies, Wednesbury, Staffurd, Coal Merchant. Pet May 
1. Clarke. Walsall, May 17 at 12 
Thornail, Henry, Royston, Hertford, Gent. Pet May 2. Eaden. Cam- 
bridge, May 19 at 2 
Towney, Thomas Manners, Hinton St George, Crewkerne, Somerset. 
Pet April 2%, Batter. Yeovil, Junes at 2 
Toxspay, May 9, 1876. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. . 
Creditors must twrward their proofs of debts to the Registrar 


Fsigh in, E ‘toa Cubitt T n, Poplar, © ith 
‘ast r ‘own , Coppersmith. 
Pet May 5. Keeve. Moy 24 01 iti 


Pet May 1. 


Horton, James Henry, bath, Upholeterer. 





To Surrender in the Country. 


ro 
Anderton, John, Halifax, York, Greengrocer. Pet May 4, Rankin, 


Halifax, May 25 at 11 

Cook, Thomas, St Martin’s-by-Looe, Cornwall, Farmer. Pet May 4, 
Edmonds. East Stonehouse, May 25 at 12 

Hall, Frederick, Hebburn-on-Tyne, Durham, Builder. Pet May 6, 
Mortimer. Newcastle, May 23 at 12.30 

Toyne, John Henry, Southport, Lancashire, Gent. Pet May 5. Wat- 
son, Liverpool, May 22 at2 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Faay, May 5, 1876, 


Cornbloom, Alexander Emmanuel Cohen, Houndsditch, Fancy Ware- 
houseman. April 28 


2 
Ward, Charles, Haymarket, Publican's Cellarman. April 29 


Liquidation by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
FaipaY, May 5, 1876. 


Band, William, Coventry, Watch Manufacturer. May 16 at 12 at offices 
of Minster, Trinity churchyard, Coventry 
Barden, John, Rowden Farm, Kent, Farmer. May 16 at 3 at offices of 
Stenning, High st, Tonbridge 

Bartlett, John, Neath, Glamorgan, Grocer. May 23 at 1.30 at offices 
of Brittan and Co, Small st, Bristol. Curtis, Neath 

Battam, Charles, Newcastie-under-Lyme, Stafford, Furniture Dealer, 
May 16 at 2 at 145, Cheapside. Morley, Cheapside 

Beer, John, Llantrissant, Glamorgan, Builder. May 18 at 12 at of8ces 
of Alexander, Pontypridd. Tnumas, Pontypridd 

Bentham, Jobn, Oxford, Colliery Agent. May 18 at 12 at offices of 
Bickerton, St Michael’s chambers, ship st, Oxford 

Brookhouse, John, Longton, Stafford, Stationer. May 16 at 11 at the 
Union Hotel, Longton. Hawley, Longton 

Burt, Edwin, Kings down, Bristol, no occupation. May 15 at 12 at 
offices of Murly ana Sons, Old Post-office chambers, Corn st, Bristol 

Bryan, Albert, Worcester, Butcher, May 18 a6 12 atotfices ot Pitt, 
The Avenue, Cross, Worcester 

Callcut, Samuel, Green st, Bethnal green, Boot Manufacturer. May 
15 at 10 at the Victoria Tavern, Morpeth rd, Bethnal green. Hicks, 
Annis rd, South Hackney 

Crump, Pnilip Edward, Leeds, Commercial Traveller. May 17 at 3 at 
offices of Hewson, East parade, Leeds 

D’Almaine, Adolphine Victorine, New Bond st, Milliner, May 22 at 
2 at offices of Underwood and Colman, Holles st 

Davies, David, Haverfordwest, Draper. May 22 at 11 at offices of 
Price, Dew st, Haverfurdwest 

Dawson, Newark Shipley, Pendieton, Lancashire, Tailor, May 25 at 3 
at offices of Cobbett and Co, Browa st, Manchester 

Deane, Robert Thomas, Hanwell, Middlesex, Grocer. 
37, Bedtordrow. Marshall 

Deque, Leon, Birmingham, Beer Retailer, May 13 at 10.15 at offices of 
East, Elduu chambers, Cnerry st, Birmingham 

Edwards, Jonn, Tynewydd, Glamorgan, Grover. May 19 at 2 at 
offices of Griffith aud Corbett, Quay st, Cardiff 

Eeles, John, and Benjamin Eeles, Charibury, Oxford, Grocers. May 
20 at Ji at the Fox Ion, Chipping Norton. Kilby and Vo, Chipping 
Norton 

Evans, Benjamin, Mountain Ash, Glamorgan, Grocer. May 18 at 12 
at offices of Beddoe, Canon st, Aberdare 

Ellis, Henry, Bristol, Licensed Victualler, 
Benson and Thomas, Broad st, Bristol 

Ferris, George, Vir » Gh ter, Machinist. May 16 at12 at 
the King’s Head Hotel, Cirencester, Mutiings and Oo, Cirencester 

Field, James, Halesowen, Worcester, Grocer. May 19 at 11 at offices of 
Prescott, High st, Stourbridge 

Gardner, thomas, Moor lune, Box Maker. May 15 at 2 at offices of 
Whitwel!, King st, Cneapside 

Gilchrist, William, Newcastie-under-Lyne, Stafford, Draper. May 16 
at 11 at the Ssracen’s Head Hotel, Hanley. Stevenson, Hanley 

Giles, George, and Friend Westover, Uxoridge, Middlesex, Grocers. 
May 22 at 3 at offices of Hickiin aud Washington, Trinity square, 
Southwark 

Giles, Herrmann, Barbican, Fancy Leather Goods Manufacturer. May 
20 at 2 at offices of Brown, Goswell rd 

Ganson, Alfred Wilson, Middlesborough, York, Picture Dealer. May 
17 at 3 at offices of Draper, Finkie st, Stockton-on-Tees 

Harman, John Samuel, Southampton, Murine Store Dealer. May 20 
at 11 at octices of Guy, Albion terrace, Southampton 

Hawkes, Josep: Drake, Newport, Monmouth, Commission Agont. May 
19 at 12 at offices of Vauginan, Dock st, Newport 

Hawkins, samuel, Liverpoo), Book-meeper. May 17 at 11 at offices of 
Kitson, Dale st, Liverpool 

Hildred, Samael, Bradtord, York, Grocer. May 16 at 10 at offices of 
Berry and Robinson, Charles sv, braaford 

Hodgson, William, Leeds, Cloth Manufacturer. 
of Dibb and Co, Butt’s court, Leeds 

Holbrook, Albert George, K¥bw Vale, Monmouth, Grocer. 
11 at the Queen's Huts], Newport. David, Newport 

May 17 at 1% at offices of 


May 19 at Il at the 


May 17 at 3 at 


May 13 at 11 at offices of 





June 6 at 3 at offices 
May 19 at 


Wilton, Westgate buildings, Bath 

Hughes, Joshaa, Lianelly, Carmarthen, Draper. 
Cannon st Hotel, Hosell, Lluneily 

Hntchinsop, Thomas, Stuckton-on-fees, Durham, Merchant Tailor. 
May 17 at 11 at offices of Draper, Finkle st, Stockton-on-l'ves 

Jackson, Harry, Guduilming, surrey. May 25 at 3 at offices of Harvey, 
Basinghall st, Soden, Queen Victoria st 

Jaques, John, New Shildon, Durham, Grocer, May 18 at 11 at offices 
of Maw, jun, High Bondgate, Bishop Aucklani 

Jones, Jabez, Emerson st, Southwark, Lead Manufactaror. May 32 at 
2 at offices of Hlachfnd and Oo, College hill, Cannon at 

Lane, Thomas, Combimere rd, Stockwell, Builder, May 18 at 3 at 
offices of Hooper, Newgate st 

Larmuth, Luke Hamilton, Bristo', Commission Agent. May 27 at 12 
at the Swan Hotel, Bridge st, Krisiol, Tucker 

Lea, Wiliam, Uld Change, Mantle Manufacturer. May 26 at 3 at 
Offices of Miller, Moorgate st 
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beatter, S . Mirfield, York, Grocer, 17 at 3 at offi 
- Yard . 4 May at offices of 


5 y 

Lemage, Willam, and Sidney Lemage, Hornsey rd, Grocers. May 23 at 
8 at offices of Tillyard and Gribbie, King st, Cheapside 

Lingard, Ebenezer, Great Grimsby, Lincoln, Gunsmith. May 22 at 3 
at offices of Mason, Victoria st south, Great Grimsby 

Cie, a Bradford, York, Engineer, May 18 at 3 at offices of 

ngleton 

Lioyd, John, Caerhun, Carnarvon, Miller. May 19 at 12 at the Erskine 
Arms Hotel, Conway. Jones, Conway 

Locker, William, Aldershot, Hants, China Dealer, May 18 at 11 at 
offices of Dodd, Friar st, Reading 

Mentrop, Jalius, and Siegfried Simon, Winchester court, Monkwell st, 
Foreign Importers. May 22 at 2 at offices of Goldberg, West st, Moor- 
gate st 

Mickleburgh, Samuel, Fnlham fields, Brewer. May 17 at 3 at offices of 
Cooper, Chaneery l«ne 

Miles, James. and Frederick Spoun, Aldersgate st, Jewellers. May 19 
at 3 at offices of Emdin and Robinson, Coleman st. Lumley and 
Lvmley, Old Jewry chambers 

Miles, Samuel, Swansea, Glamorgan, Builder. May 15 at 3 at offices of 
Boer and bi'l, York place, Swansea 

Miniern, James Green, Christchurch, Hants, Auctioneer, May 17 at 
11 at offices of Druitt jun, Town Hall chambers, Bournemouth 

Morley, George, Middlerborough, York, Joiner. May 19 at 11 at 
offices of Steavanson and Meek, Cleveland terrace, Middlesboroagh 

Muir, Thomas Snodgrass, Barrow-in-Furness, Lancashire, Grocer, 
May 19 at 2 at offices of Nalder, Duke st, Barrow-in-Fur ness 

Murphy, Jeremiah, Dewsbury, Yerk, Grocer. May 16 at 11 at offices 
of Taylor, Wood st, Wakefield 

Myers, Trespoie Henry, Royal Arcade, New Oxford st, China Dealer. 
May 22 »t3 at offices of Lee, Gresham buildings, Basinghall st 

Neal, Robert Arthur Augustus, Bishop Auckland, Durham, Grocer. 
May 12 at i at the Trevelyan Hotel, Darlington, Steavenson and 
Meek, Darlington 

Nicholls, Harley, Wintles Farm, Gloucester, Farmer. May 23 at 3 at 
offices of Haines, St John’s gate, Gloucester 

Northrop, Kershaw, Bradtord, York, Draper. May 20 at 10 at offices 
of Neill, Kirkgate, Bradford 

Nerton, Henry, and Aifred Norton, Manchester, Stee! Manufacturers. 
ae 16 at 3 at offices of Addleshaw and Warburton, King st, Man- 
chester 

Pauter, Henry, Rhyl st, Kentish town, Dairyman. May 17 at3 at offices 
of Wyatt and Barraud, Arihur st west, London br idge 

Phelps, Alfred, Wootton Bassett, Wilts, Draper. May 16 at 12 at the 
Inns ot Court Hotel, Holborn. Kinneir and Tombs 

Phill ps, Benjamin, East India rd, Poplir, Stevedore, 
offices of Scard and Son, Gracechurch st 

Philpott, Charies James, High st, Bloomsbury, Glover. May 22 at 3 at 
ffices of Castle, Cheapside 

Proudiock, Kdmund Archangelo Micdlesborough, York, Grocer. May 
17 wt 1 at the Bail and Bell Hotel, Briggate, Leeds. Peacuck, 
Middiesborough 

Reyner, Henry, jun, Handsworth, Stafford, Commission Agent. May 
18 at 3 ut offices of Boraston, Annet, Birmingham 

Salsbury, Ambrose Leath Wiliam, Barmeor Beal, Northumberland, 
Colliery Lessee. May 17 at 11 at offices of Hopper, Grainger st, 


May 18 at 3 at 


Newcastle a 
i 


Sanders, William Wilkins, Stony Stratford, Buckingham. out of busi- 
ness. May 16 at 12 at the Cock Hotel, Stoay Stratiord. Parrott, 
stony Strotford 

Sawden, Be njan:in, Bishop Aucklind, Dorham, Ironmonger. May 19 
at lat the Midland Hovel, New st, Birmingham. Proud, Bishop 
Anckland 

Saxton, Clement, Hanley, Stafford, Accountant. 
Sea Lion Hotel, High st, Haney 

Schawlow, Cc lman, Carditf. Glamorgan, Tobacconist. May 18 atl at 
offices of Davis, St John st, Cardiff 

Shileock, Ann, Leicester, Draper. May 19 at 12 at offices of Free, 
Temple row, Birmingham 

Shu‘e, Henry, Hrislington, Somerset, Cab Proprietor. 
oftices «f Hobbs, Clare st, Bristol 

Smith, Thowas, Birmingham, Builder, May 19 at 2 at offices of Cheston, 
Moor st, Birmingham 

Soper, Charles, Basingstoke. Hants, Boot Maker. May 19 at 3 
at offices of Bayley, Basivg#toke 

Stanbrough, Henry, High st, Peckham, Cheesemonger. May 22 at 2 
at offices of Carter and Bell, Eastcheap 

Swallow, John, Cambridge gardens, Shepherd's bush, out of business, 
May 15 at 3 at 59, Chancery lane, Greatorex 

Swannell, Ebenezer Barnes, Wellingborough, Northampton, Baker. 
Muy 18 at 3 at the Angel Hotel, Wellingborough. Sharman and 
Jackson, Wellingborough 

Tivey, Joseph, Bilston, Stafford, Tailor, May 18 at 3 at offices of 
Bowen, Mount Pleasant, Bilston 

Tod., John, Gateshead, Durham, Boot Maker. May 23 at 3 at offices 
of Bird, Grey st, Newcastie-upon-Tyne 

Tranter, Thomas, Tipton, Stafford, Builder. May 13 at 3 at offices of 
Travis, Church lane, Tipton 

‘lree, James, Worcester, Solicitor. May 18 at 3 at offices of Pitt, The 
Avenne, Cross, Worcester 

Tunn, William Clark, Harrold, Bedford, Engineer. May 13 at 12 at 

of Stimson, Mill st, Bedford 

‘Tweed, John, Elland, York, lankeeper. May 17 ct ¥ at offices of Norris 
and Oo, Halifax 

Tyler, Frederick William David, Pirbrighr, Snrrey, Builder, May 22 
et ¥ at offices of Durbidge, Farnham rd, Guildford 

‘Wadems, Samuel, Hereford, Pembridge, Miller, May 19 at | at ofces 
— and Weaver, Corn Exchange, Leominster, Boycott, 

er efor: 

‘Walton, John, Manchester, Grocer, May 23 at 11 at the Clarence 
Hotel, Spring gardens, Manchester. Jones, Manchester 

Walton, Junathan, Alston, Cumberland, Butcher. May !7 at | at the 
Caledonian Hote], Botchergate, Carlisle. James, Penrith 

Williams, William James, Swansea, Glamorgan, Engineer. May 20 

offices ot Demol Hay et, yy wie we 
homas, Bristol, Dealer. May 13 a' at offices 
Sheirard, Baldwin et, Bristol 


May 15 at 3 at the 


May 22 at3 at 





Wormald, Joseph, Swaine green, York, Confectioner. May 19 at 3 at 
offices of Rennolls, Tyrrel st, Bradford 

Yates, William ae Wolverhampton, out of business. May 20 
at 11 at offices of Hill, Queen square, Wolverhampton 

Yon ge, Julian Bargue, Otterbourne, Southampton, Esq. May 24 at 
12.30 at the Westminster Palace Hotel. Wooldridge, jun 

Tugspay, May 9, 1876. 

Aldridge, Alfred, Fisherton Anger, Wilts, Builder. May 19 atl at 
the Ohough Inn, Salisoury. Hill 

Anderson, Henry, Soathport, Lancashire, Builder. May 24 at 12 at 
offices of Walton, Town Hall, Southport 

Austin, John Edwards, Hanley, Stafford, Butcher. May 19 at 11 at 
offices of Stevenson, Cheapside, Hanley : 

Bacon, Joseph Walker, Baldock, Herts. Operative Brewer. May 18 at 
11 at offices of Earle, Bedford row, Holbora 

Bank-, Jonathan, Ar.ecdon, Cumberland, Retired Farmer. May 22 at 
3 at offices of Mason, Duke st, Whitehaven 

Barfoot, James, Southampton, Commission Agent. May 22 at 3 at 
offices of Shotte, Portiand st, Southampton 

Barrett, Frederick, Halliford st, Isiington, Commercial Clerk. May 25 
at 2 at offices of Rosece and Cu, King st. Finsbary square 

Bedwell, Alfred, Middleton-on-the-Hiil, Hereford, Farmer. May 23 at 
1 at the Corn Exchange Hall, Tenbury. Norris, Tenbury 

Betts, James, and Charles Joseph Betts, Northampton, Leather 
Sellers. May ly at i2 st ofices ot Jeffory, Market square, North- 
ampton 

Blankley, Richard, Leicester, Commercial Traveller. May 22 at 3 at 
offices of Owston, Friar lane, Leicester 

Brantingham, Christepher, Sander'and. Durham, Draper. May 23 at 
11 at offices of Ti'ley, Norfolk st, Sunderland 

Broadhead, George, Barns‘ey, Drapzr. May 23 at 12 at offices of 
Parker, Regent st, Barnsley 

Brook, Matthew, and Benjamin Crosland, Batley, York, Woollen 
cae May 22 at 3at the Talbot Hotel, Batley. Smith, 

instal 

Brook, William, Ossett, York, General Dealer. May 22 at 11 at offices 
of Stringer, Ossett 

Brown, George, and Evan Rees, Tottenham Court rd, Upholsterers. 
May 23 at2at the Goildhall Tavern, Gresham st. Kynaston and 
Gasquet, Queen st, Cheapside 

Clarke, \\ illiam, Darsham, Suff Ik, Manvre Manufacturer. May 18 at 
1 at offices of Bake, Hall Quay, Great Yarmouth. Sranley 

Coleman, Michael, Stafford, taker. May 24 at 3 at offices of Greatrex, 
Bank chambers, Safford 

Cooke, John George, Austin friars, Stockbroker. May 22 at 3 at offices 
of Morley and Shireff, Palmerston buildings 

Cooper, H:nry Westsvod, Birmingham, Venetian Blind Maker. May 
19 at 10.15 at offices of East, Cherry st, Birmingham 

Corbett, William. Handswoith, Stafford, ont of business, 
10.30 at officrs of Duke, Tempis row, Birmingham 

Creese, Edmund Spencer, Lee, Kant. May 31 at 5 at offices of Alsop 
and Co, Great Marlborough st 

Curry, Joseph, Godoey, Somerset, Farmer. May 20 at 2 at offices of 
Hobbs, Chamberlain st, Wells 

Dainty, Benjamin, Dadley, Worcester, Corn Factor. May 18 at 3 at 
offices of Stokes, Priory st, Duzlev 

Davies, John, Dudley, Worcester, Boot Dealer. May 16 at11 at offices 
of Stokes, Priory st, Dudiey 

Dawe, Henry, Ferndale, Glamorgan, Boot Maker. May 22 at 3 at 
offices of Alexander, Institute chamoers, Pontypridd. Cooke, Poaty- 
priud 

Dawe, Heary, Edgware rd, Commercial Traveller. May 25 at 4 at 
Ridler’s Hotel. Holborn. Yorke, Marylebone ra 

Debney. John, Wood Eaton, Stafford, Publican. May 27 at 11 at offices 
of Barrow, Queen st, Wolverhampcon : 

Dixon, Joseph Barber, Chatham place, Hackney, Commercial Travel- 
ler. May 31 at 1 at offices of Carter, Austin friars 

Dodge, Hubert, Westbury, Wilts, Outticter. May 23 at 2 at offices of 
Beckingham, A'bion chambers, Brod st, B istol 

Downie, John, Newzate st, Manufacturers’ Agent. May 29 at 3 at 
offices of James, Ludeate hil}. Gill, C ,eapside 

Evans, William Eaton, Bucrg Port, Carmarthen, Draper. May '9 at 
il at offices of Barnard and Co, Aldion chambers, S nail st, 
Brittan and Co, Bristo! 

Eades, Richard Eyres, Rheidol mews, St Peter st, lslingtoa, Ivory 
Turner. May 16 at 3 at offices of Kuight, Fiosbury place north 

Eldridge, George McPherson, David’s ri, Forest hill, Kent, Bailéer. 
May 22 at 4 at offices of Scard and Son, Deotford bridge, Greenwich 

Ellis, Thomas, Ewlo2, nr Hawarden, Flint, Provision Dealer. May 27 
at 2.30 at offices of Ellis, Eastgate s", Chester 

Foster, James, Banbury, Oxford, Cora Dealer, May 23 at 12at the 
White Horse Hotel, High st, Banbury. Overell, Leuminzton 

Gibbs, Archibald Watson, Liverpool, Commercial Clerk. May 15 at 2 
at offices of Woodburn and Co, Harrington st, Liverpool 

Greathead, Thomas, Nettleham, Lincoln, Farmer. May 25 at 11 at 
otfices of Jay, Bank st, Lincoin. Rhodes and Sons, Macket Ravea 

Grindey, Willan, Dartford, Kent, Cattie Dealer. 20 at 4 at offices 
of Gibson, Dartford, Kent 

Harper, James, Lower Broughton, Lancashire, Cabinet Mater, May 
24 at 8 at offices of Sucton and Elliott, Brown st, Man cheater 

Harris, Henry, Birmingham, Jeweller’s Factor. May 22 at 3.30 at the 
Queen's Hotel, Birmiogham. Hod , Birmingham 

Hiltier, William Henry, chases Wilts, Cadinet Maker, May 23 
at 2.30 at the Ailexbury Arms Hotel, Mar burough, Merrimans and 
Gwiliim, Mariborough 

Hollingworth, John Gratton, Kingston-upon-Hall, Hotel Waiter. May 
17 at 3 at offices of Chambers, Scale lane, Kin gston-upon-Hall 

Hooton, Charles, Hilgay, Norfolk, Innkeeper. May 20 at 12 at the 
County Court Hoase, Dowaham Market, Norfoik. Reed and Way- 
man, Downham Market 

Howard, George Bushell, Manchester, Builler. May 22 at 2 at officesot 
Dawson, Ridgefisid, Manchester 

Howarth, John, Bury, Lancashire, Joiner, May 25 at 3 at offices of 
Dutton, Acresfield, Boitoa 

Mae Der Sears, eer Baten 2 0 ina 

Holl, James, Barrow-in-Farn wan Goneaeinn. Coal Dealer, May 34 at 
2 at offices of Nalder, Duke st, -in-Furnesa 


May 16 at 
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Humphreys, Charies, Seymour place, Crawford st, St Marylebone, 
Grocer. May 15 at 3 at tae Masons’ Hall Tavern. Masons’ avenue, 
Basinghall st. Heathfield and Son, Lincoln’s inn field 

Hussey, James, Stroud, Gloucester, Grocer. May 22 at 3 at offices of 

r, The Grange, nr Stroud 
Ingram, John, Coventry, Warwick, Wheelwright, May 20 at 12 at 17, 
Little Park st, Coventry. Homer, Covent 

Jackson, Thomas, Windhill, Calverley, York, out of business, May 17 
at 11 at offices of Terry and Robinson, Market st, Bradford 

James, Henry, Cheltenham, Gloucester, Builder. May 19 at 3 at offices 
of Gabb, Essex place, Cheitenham 

Jenkins, Wiliam, Pentre, Glamorgan, Grocer. May 17 at 3 at offices 
of Alexander, Institute chambers, Pontypridd. Cooke, Pontypridd 

Jones, James David, Mountain Ash, Glamorgan, Tailor. May 20 at 12 
at offices of Beddoe, Canon st, Aberdare 

Kelland, Charles Theophilus, Victoria Dock rd, Surgeon. May 31 at 2 
at offices ef Young and Thompson, Great James st, ‘ord row 

Kenda!], William Stephen, Wickham, Canterbury, Kent, Farmer. May 
24 at 2 at the Fleur de Lis Hotel, Canterbury. Minter, Folkestone 

Lake, Thomas, Huddersfield, York, Commercial Traveller. May 19 at 
3 at offices of Ainley, New st, Huddersfield 

Lane, John Vale, Guildford, Surrey, Saddler. May 20 at lzat the 
White Lion Hotel, Guildford, Duarvidge, Gui'dford 

Laverton, William, Trowbridge, Wilts, Boot Maker. May 24 at 12 at 
the Market House, Trowbridge. Grey, Bradford-on-Avon 

Lee, Samuel, bewsbury, York, Woo! Merchant. May 23 at 3 at offices 
ot Good, Union st, Dewsbury. Sbaw, Dewsbury 

Letheren, Lewis, Crediton, Devon, Boot Manufacturer. May 16 at 12 

at the Castle Hotel, Castle st, Exeter. Floud, Exeter 

Lilley, Frederick Gore, and John Alfred Lilley, Liverpool, Fellmongers. 

May 22 ai 2 at offices of Tyrer and Co, North John st, Liverpoo 

Marsden, Francis, Dewsbury, Yorsx, Draper. May 17 at 2.30 at offices of 
Clay, Union st, Dewsbury. Watts and Son, Dewsbury 

Marsden, William John, Sheffield, Architect. May 18 at i2 at offices of 

Leggoe, Gecrge st, Sheffield. Machen 
Martin, Amelia, Grange-over-Sands, Lancashire, Eating House Keeper. 
May 19 at 1] at the Temperance Hall, Ulverston. Jackson 

Meir, Martin William, Tunstall, Stafford, Cabinet Maker. May 17 at1l 
at offices of Hollinshead, Market st, Tunstall 

Merifield, Nicholas, Lotthouss, York, Builder. May 17 at 3 at Barker’s 
Temperance Hotel, Linthorpe rd, Middiesborough. Bainbridge, 

Middiesborough 

Moedy, William, Bridlington, York, Builder. May 19 at 3 at the Black 
Lion Hotel, Bridlington. Cooper, Bridling:on 

Moreton. Ernest, Manchester, Wine Merchant. May 23 at 3 at offices 
of Barling and Biades, Town Hal! buiidings, King st, Manchester 

Morris, George Henry, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Grocer. May 24 at 
ll at offices of Stanley, Queen et, Woiverhampton 

Obee, Christopber, Seaham Harbour, Durham, Cabinet Maker. May 
22 at 1 at ortices of Beli, Lambton st, Suncerland 

Pearson, William Billiatt, Salford, Lancashire, Coach, Builder. May 
29 at 3 at offices of Cobbett and Cv, Brown st, Manchester 

Perrett, William, Hereford st, Dairyman. May 18 at 4.30 at offices of 

Yorke, Marylebone rd 
Peter, Arthur Alfred, Bootle-cum-Linacr3, Lancashire, Grocer. May 
24 at 3 at offices of Roose and Price, Norta John st, Liverpool. Carey, 
Liverpool 

Phillios, George, Philip rd, Peckham rye, Licensed Victualler, May 
24 at 12 at offices of Cronin and Rivolta, Southampton st, Bloomsbury 

Pike, Benjamin, and Frederick Henry Pike, Salisbury, Wilts, Boot 
Makers. May 20 at 11 at the Market House, Salisbury. Hodding 

Pike, Lieweliyn Adolphus, Leckhampst-ad, Berks, Farmer. May 19 at 
3 atthe White HartInn, Newbury. Mecey, Tastcham 

Pimlott, William, Manchester, Biscuit Masufacturer. 
at offices of Heath and Son, Swan st, Manchester 

Pitchford, David, South Stockton, York, Grocer, May 16 at 11 at offices 
of Tweedy, Silver st, Stockton-on-Tees 

Redpath, Jonn, Low Teams, Darham, Draper. May 23 at 11 at offices 
ot Keenlyside and Forster, St John’s chambers, Grainger st west, 
Newcastle-upon Tyne 

Revel, John Knight, Torrington square,Gent. May 17 at 3 at offices 
of Innes and Son, Fenchurch st 

Rogers, Thomas, St George’s rd, Artist. May 22 at 4 at offices of Cooke, 
Gray’s inn square 

Say, John, Congresbury, Somerset, Farmer. May 23 at 12 at offices of 
Triggs, Broad st, Bristol. 1 enson and Thomas, Bristol 

Shaw, Joho, Accrington, Lancashire, Grocer. May 23 at 3 at the 
Crown Hotel, Blackburn rd, Accrington. Ballard, Accrington 

Shaw, Thomas Joseph, Leeds, Furniture Broker. May 19 at 12 at 
offices of Hardwick, Infirmary st, Leeds 

Sheidrick, Henry, Lavender place, Wandsworth, Plumber. May 17 at 
3 at 30, Camberwell green. Ody, Trinity st, Southwark 

Smith, George, Leominster, Hereford, Builder. May 23 at 2 at offices 
ot Moore, Corn st, Leominster 

Smith, John, Cinderford, Gloucester, Hotel Keeper. May 20 at 2 at 
offices of Jackson, London rd, Stroud 

Sparks, William, Upper Sydenham, Kent, Boot Maker. May 24 at 2 
at offices of Harris, Southwark st 

Staliwood, Richard, High Wycombe, Buckingham, Pablican. May 20 
at 11 at the Belle Vue Tavern, High Wycombe. Morris, Paternoster 


row 
Starkey, Allen, and John Henry Starkey, Huddersfield, York, Woollen 
Cord Manufacturers. May 24 at 11 at offices of Robinson aud John- 
son, John, William st, Huddersfield 
Steel, James, Leeds, Linen Draper. May 23 at 2 at offices of Bond and 
Barwick, Albion place, Leeds 
Strangward, James, West Maliing. Kent, Grocer. May 26 at 2 at the 
Bridge House Hotel, London bridge. Burton, Huntingdon 
Swain, John, Metheringham, Lincoln, Grocer. May 22 at 12 at the 
Bed Lion Hotel, Boston. Bailes, Boston 
Talbott, George, Birmingham, Coal Merchant. May 23 at 2 at offices of 
, Union passace, Birmingham 
Tarry, James, West Strand, Wine Merchant. Junel at2 at the Can- 
non at Hotel. Dubois, King st, Cheapside 
Edward, |, Glamorgau, Farmer. May 22 at 12 at 
offices of Stockwood, jun, Bridgend 
Jobn, ford, Oxford, Draper. May 23 at 2,30 at the Ged- 
dard Arms, Swindon, Sullivan 


May 22 at 3 





Thornton, Will'am, Southamp‘on st, Camberwell, Tailor. May 19 at 
a petal so Hotel, Loadon bridge (in lieu of the place origia- 
ally nam 

Voile, John, Swain’s lane, Highgate, Mason. May 18 at 3 at the Masons’ 
Tavern, ons’ avenue. Fenton 

Waite, Anthony, Bridlington, York, Sioe Maker. May 22 at 2 at the 
Griffin Hotel, Boar lane, Leeds. Cooper, Bridlington 

Walkington, Thomas, Bridlington, York, Builder. May 22at Sat offices 
of Harland, Bridlington 

Washington, Thomas, Middlewich, Chashire, Leather Cutter. May 20 
at 11 at the Royal Hetel, Crewe. Fietcher, Northwich 

Watkins, David, Rhiwbwys, Cardigan, Horse Daaler. May 18 at 11 at 
offices of Thomas, Little Darkgate st, Aberystwith 


White, Thomas, Chalk Farm rd, Haverstox hill, Cab Proprietor. May 
23 at 2 at offices of Freeman, Bedford row 
Whitehall, Edwin, Newport, Monmouth, Jeweller, May 26 at | at 


offices of Lloyds, Bank chambers, Newoort 

Willcox, Edmund, Bath, Ironmonger. May 22 at 12 at offices of Wilton, 
Westgate buildings, Bath 

Williams, John, Ellesmere, Salop, Joiner. 
Blackburne and Allen, Ellesmere 

Wilson, William, Wednesbury, Stafford, Gas Fitting Manufacturer. 
May 23 at 1} at offices of Shakespeare, Church st, Oidbury 

Wood, Richard, Birmingham, Cabinet Case Maker. May 22 atll at 
offices of Davis, Bennett’s hill, Birmingham 


May 22 at 3 at offices of 








LAWYERS’ LETTER BOXES. 


*¢ Exceedingly useful.”—“ Standard.” 

Invented and Manufactured by Henry Stone, Banbury. 

Sold by all Stationers, but ask for STONE’S Patent Boxes. 
Illustrated Catalogues post free, 


The Companies Acts, 1862 & 1867. 


Every reauisite under the above Acts supplied on the shortest notice 











The BOOKS and FORMS kept in stock for immediate use 
MEMORANDA and ARTICLES OF ASSOCIATION speedily printed 
in the proper form for registration and distribution. SHARE CER- 
TIFICATES, DEBENTURES, &c., engraved and printed. OFFICIAL 
SEALS designed and executed. No charge for sketches. Com- 
panies Fee Stamps. Railway Kegistration Forms, 


Solicitors’ Account Books, 


RICHARD FLINT & CO. 
(Late ASH & FLINT), 


Ssationere, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, &c., 49, Fleete 
street, London, E.C. (corner of Serjeants’-inn). 
Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 


PARTRIDGE & COOPER, : 
WHOLESALE AND RETAIL STATIONERS, 
192, Fleet-street, and | & 2, Chancery-lane, London, E,C. 
Carriage paid to the Country on Orders exceeding 20s. 

Dararrt Paper, 5s., 63. 6d., 79. 6d., 73, 9d., and 9s. 9d. per ream. 

Bater Paper, 15s, 6d., 17s. 6d., and 23s, 6d. per ream. 

Footscap Paper, 10s. 6d., 14s. 6d., and 18s 6d. per ream. 

Cream-Latp Nore, 3s., 4s,, and 5s. per ream, 

Lar@e Cakam-Laip Nore, 4s. 6d., 63. 6d., and 8s. per ream, 

Lanae Bive Nore, 3s. 6d., 4s. 6d., and 63. 6d. per ream. 

Enve.orgs, Cream on Bxve, 33, 9d., 4s. 6d., and 6s. 6d. per 1000, 

Tue “ Tempce’’ ENvetore, extra secure, 9s. 6d. per 1000, 

FooiscaP OrrictaL Enve ores, ls. 9d. per 100. 

ParTRIDGE & Coorer’s Vettum Wove Cxius-Hovse Nore, 9s. 6d. per 
ream. Thisincomparable Paper has raised up a host of worthless 
imitations. Purchasers are particularly requested to observe that 
each sheet bears the fac-simile water-mark, ‘‘PARTRIDGE & 
COOPER’S VELLUM-WOVE CLUB-HOUSE PAPER,” without 
which none is genuine. ¢ 

InpenToure Sxrns, Printed and Machine-ruled, 2s. 5d. each, 288. 
doz., 135s, per roll. 

ba gs OR FoLLowers, Ruicd, 2s. 1d, each, 24s, per dozen, 115s, pe 
roll. 

Recorps of Memoziats, 8d, each, 7s, 6d. per dozen, 


Ledgers, Day Books, Cash Books, Letter or Minute Book 
An immense stock in various bindings. 


YATES & ALEXANDER, 
PRINTERS, LITHOGRAPHERS, STATIONEKS, 








ETC, 
CHANCERY-BUILDINGS, 23, CHANCERY-LANE, 
LONDON, 
Ewery desoription of Printing. 

Judicature Afidavits Catalogues 

Appeals Pros; 

Parliamentary Minutes Magazines 
; Books Newspapers 
1 Pamphlets Circu 
d ts Post 





ites ets 
B Handbills, &¢., &e 











